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The election that 


didn’t matter 


With each successive general election 
taking place in Britain over the past few 
decades, the actual relevance of elections to 
the British people has diminished yet further. 
Last month’s charade of an election was no 
exception. One was able to get this message 
very clearly when speaking to voters on the 
doorsteps. Widespread was a complete bore- 
dom with the electoral process, a belief that 
barely a scrap of difference existed between 
the parties and a feeling that whomever the 
voter supported it would not affect his or life 
in the slightest, nor have any influence on the 
way the country was heading. 

Of course, neither the political class nor 
the media saw things this way. To them, the 
minute distinctions between the parties and 
leaders were of tremendous importance, and 
were dissected with an earnestness that 
seemed laughable to almost everyone except 
themselves. It is not an exaggeration today to 
say that if one visits the pubs and clubs, the 


Nationalist comment 


golfhouses and workplaces one would 
encounter a much more intelligent level of 
political discussion than at Westminster, the 
town and city council chambers or the 
columns of the controlled press. 

The low turnout — barely over 50 per cent 
— has been almost universally greeted by the 
chattering classes as an extremely ‘danger- 
ous’ tendency because it downgrades the 
hallowed institutions of ‘democracy’. We 
disagree. Far from ‘dangerous’, the develop- 
ment is in fact extremely healthy. It shows 
that more and more people than ever before 
are waking up to the fact that the political 
system they live under is a racket, and that to 
stir themselves to go out and vote for one or 
another of the ‘bought’ parties of West- 
minster, who will do precisely nothing for 
them, is simply to act like performing dogs 
jumping through hoops that their political 
circus trainers hold out in front of them. Only 
in a very small number of constituencies — 
most of all those where the British National 
Party was fielding candidates — was voting 
anything other than a total waste of the 
elector’s time. If millions of folk, many of 
them with only the most rudimentary edu- 
cation, are able to see this, why cannot the 
university-trained political ‘élite’ and their 
journalist camp-followers see it? The prob- 
able answer is that they do. But they are all 
caught up in a gigantic game, in which they 
have an occupational vested interest in main- 
taining the illusion that ‘democracy’ actually 
exists in 21st century Britain, and that it is 
important whether people vote for Tony, 
Willie or Charles. Well, that wasn’t how Mr. 
& Mrs. Average Briton saw things, and that, 
at least, is a trend to be welcomed. 
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The election was a disaster for the Tories, 
as it looked like being from very early on. 
Elsewhere in this issue we take a look at just 
where the Conservative Party stands after 
this whitewash. What does seem certain is 
that the party has learned precisely nothing 
from its experience. In the rush of leader- 
ship candidates coming forward to replace 
Mr. Hague, there is not the glimmer of any- 
one truly different, truly original or willing to 
grasp political nettles that have been long 
untouched. We hear all the same talk about 
the party needing to capture the ‘centre 
ground’, about the necessity for it to be ‘in- 
clusive’ and to ‘love’ everyone. The front 
runners look about as depressing a lot as we 
have seen in half a century of thoroughly 
depressing political pygmies. During this 
whole time, on the very rare occasions when 
a would-be leader came along who stood out 
against the crowd and had something really 
serious to say — as was the case with Enoch 
Powell — all the little nonentities coalesced in 
malignant alliance against him. Now it looks 
as if the nonentities have gone one better and 
established such a complete ‘closed shop’ as 
to ensure that such an exceptional person- 
ality is not even able to get his head above 
the parapit of public recognition, let alone 
stand a chance of obtaining the leader’s job. 

As our article beginning on page eight 
suggests, we could well be seeing the 
beginning of the end for the Tory Party. Far 
from this being a bad thing, it would in fact 
create the first opportunity for a very long 
time for a new political force to emerge 
which could speak for the indigenous British 
people in a way that the Tories have not — 
and certainly the other major parties have not 
— for the lifetimes of most us. This, at least, 
is one encouraging result of the general 
election of June 2001. 


Appealing to the 
king-makers? 

Notwithstanding what has been said, the 
general election did at least have its amusing 
moments. One of them was provided by the 
appearance of the Jewish Chronicle on the 
Ist June. When we came to page nine we 
found that the whole of the page was taken 
up by an appeal to the Jewish community by 
then Tory leader William Hague. This is 
what Willie had to say:- 


“Conservatives share many Jewish values 
such as freedom, self-reliance and enter- 
prise, education, respect for tradition and 
commitment to the family. A Conservative 
Government will set people free to live their 
own lives. We will build a responsible 
society. We will defend our country’s right 
to control our own affairs. We will govern 
for all the people of Britain, because we 
trust the people and we trust their common 
sense (sic) interests. 


on the 


month‘s news 


“Anti-semitism can have no place in any 
civilised country. The Conservative Party 
wants to build a society where all religions, 
races and traditions are respected. Under 
Labour violent crime is soaring while police 
numbers have been cut and thousands of 
serious criminals have been let out of prison 
early. 


Then under the heading ‘Jewish Schools’ 
Willie said:- 

“At the heart of the Conservatives’ 
radical agenda is legislation to allow 
companies, charities and religious groups to 
run existing schools under the umbrella of a 
taxpayer-funded education system. We will 
also allow those independent foundations to 
establish and build completely new schools, 
which will receive taxpayer funding on an 
equal basis to existing schools.” 


... All of which prompts the question: how 
is a taxpayer-funded school ‘independent’? 
However, lei us leave that question and turn 
to page 13, where we find, again, a whole 
page given to an appeal by Tony Blair to the 
Jews on behalf of Labour. Said Tony:- 

“I’ve certainly made no secret of the fact 
that Labour has drawn tremendous inspir- 
ation from the Jewish community. The 
values of family, education and social 
justice which are so important to you also 
drive our party and government. We now 
have the chance together to put these values 
into action and build a fairer and more 
decent society for all.” 


On the same page there were references to 
Holocaust Memorial Day, one of Tony’s 
great ‘achievements’, another promise of 
state-aided Jewish schools, a reference to 
tougher ‘race-relations’ legislation, a remin- 
der that Tony’s pal Lord Levy had been made 
his personal envoy to the Middle East, a 
claim that British trade with Israel had 
increased by 20 per cent under New Labour, 
a gloat that more of Tony’s MPs had visited 
Israel than had those from any other party, 
not least a promise that Shechita, the bar- 
baric method of cattle slaughter, will con- 
tinue to be safeguarded by law. 

As with the overall policies of the two 
leaders and their parties in the election, 
perhaps we ought to offer a prize to anyone 
who can spot the difference in these two 
revolting pieces of brown-nosing. As for the 
Jewish Chronicle itself — well, it’s all 
revenue, isn’t it? 


Ulster: chickens 


come home to roost 


It gives us no pleasure to say “we told you 
so,” but recent developments in Northern 
Ireland have been amply vindicating every- 
thing that we have said in these pages about 
the wholly phony ‘peace process’ in the 
province. The rioting there has been the most 
severe for some considerable time, and the 
Government had ordered the dispatch of 


BACK TO SQUARE ONE 
Riot police return to the streets of Ulster 


1,600 more troops (can they be spared from 
former Yugoslavia?). Meanwhile in the 
general election parties representing the so- 
called ‘extremes’ of Unionism and Repub- 
licanism made gains against their ‘moderate’ 
rivals. 

As usual, in Westminster and in the 
‘liberal’ media there has been much flapping 
and squawking over these events. But there 
should not be; they were always predictable. 
We have said, again and again, that the only 
way in which British Government can bring 
peace to Ulster is: (1) by a firmly partisan 
pro-Unionist policy of making it absolutely 
clear that Northern Ireland will remain 
British for all time; and (2) by a policy of no 
compromise with the forces of Irish Repub- 
licanism, whether violent or non-violent — 
including, as this must do, an iron resolve to 
crush the IRA and its allies by all means 
necessary. 

As things are, the gains made by Ian 
Paisley’s Democratic Unionist Party at the 
expense of the official Unionists are to be 
welcomed. The DUP has, from the begin- 
ning, been opposed to the Good Friday 
Agreement, recognising it for the sell-out 
that it is. If its election successes serve to put 
a bit of backbone into the official Unionists — 
one consequence of of which should be the 
ditching of David Trimble and his replace- 
ment with a stronger leader prepared to have 
no truck with Blair & Co. and their repub- 
lican-leaning policies — that will be all 


to the good. Over the Ulster issue there was 
never more decisively demonstrated General 
Douglas MacArthur’s well-known aphor- 
ism: “There’s no substitute for victory.” 


Ve haf vays of making 


you integrate 


Among the many political establishment 
hacks driven frantic by the British National 
Party’s spectacular votes in Oldham in last 
month’s general election was one Phil 
Woolas, Labour MP for one of the constit- 
uencies, Oldham East & Saddleworth. Mr. 
Woolas has his own solution to the ‘racist’ 
danger. In an article in The Guardian of the 
15th June headed ‘beating the BNP’, he 
prescribed his own solution to the state of 
segregation between Whites and Asians in 
the area, saying:- 

“Tn part this occurs — and this is the difficult 
thing for a local representative to say — 
because the Muslim community has not 
integrated at a pace which the white popu- 
lation (and many within the Asian 
population) find acceptable. This breeds 
hostility, fear and resentment. The night- 
mare is this: to avoid this geographical 
segregation would, and maybe will, involve 
coercing integration on an unwilling 
public, but the more progressive Asian 
community leaders recognise that this is the 
only way.” (Editor ’s emphasis). 

Leaving aside the interesting English- 
language question as to whether one can 
‘coerce’ integration, this passage provides a 
truly revealing insight into the workings of 
the left-liberal mind. Where people (even 
including Asians) are not ‘progressive’ 
enough to realise what is good for them, they 
must be ‘coerced’ into accepting it. 

Doubtless, The Guardian, with its noble 
tradition of liberalism and ‘freedom’, sees no 
inconsistency between that and this talk of 
‘coercion’. Such double-standards are par 
for the course among papers of its type. 


A release that was wrong 


So they’ve let out the killers of Jamie 
Bulger, as it was always probable they 
would. Last month Jon Venables and Robert 
Thompson walked free. The holy folk of the 
press, while making ritual condemnations of 
the crime that led to their incarceration, were 
virtually unanimous that this was the right 
and only thing to be done in view of the 
culprits’ ages (they were ten) at the time of 
the murder. We disagree. 

While certainly there are types of crime 
that can be mitigated when committed by 
very young people, this was not one of them. 
The circumstances of this killing revealed 
more than just an immature sense of right 
and wrong; it revealed natures that were 
sub-human. And sub-humans should be 
permanently locked up, whatever their ages. 
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General Election 2001 


ALL members and supporters of the British 
National Party must be greatly encouraged 
by the results of last months’ general election, 
which showed some quite dramatic successes 
in North West England, easily eclipsing any 
previous performances in parliamentary 
elections in the party’s history. 

By far the most spectacular results were 
in Oldham West & Royton, where BNP 
leader Nick Griffin obtained 6,552 votes 
(16.4 per cent of the poll) and Oldham East 
& Saddleworth, where Mike Treacy won 
5,091 votes (11.2 per cent of the poll). In 
the latter constituency a candidate of the 
United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP) 
was also standing and took 677 votes. Had at 
least a portion of these — as is certain — gone 
to the BNP, Mr. Treacy’s vote might well 
have edged near to 12 per cent of the poll. 

The other outstanding result was in 
Burnley, where BNP candidate Steven Smith 
scored 4,151 votes and achieved 11.3 per 
cent of the poll. The two Oldham constit- 
uencies were, of course, a special case on 
account of the ferocious race riots breaking 
out very shortly before Polling Day — these 
coming as the culmination of two or three 
years of recurring racial trouble in the area, 
resulting in an exceedingly angry white 
population which felt it had been abandoned 
by the other parties. Nevertheless, all those 
contributing to the results are to be congrat- 
ulated on their efforts. In Burnley, however, 
no such unique situation existed, although 
the fall-out from the troubles in nearby 
Oldham must have had considerable effect 
on public feelings there. A further excellent 
result was in Pendle, where BNP candidate 
Chris Jackson won 1,976 votes and fell only 
very narrowly short of the 5 per cent required 
to save his deposit. Deposits were, of course, 
saved in Burnley and the two Oldham con- 


tituencies. 

Finally, Roger Wood, standing in 
Ashton-under-Lyne, achieved 1,617 votes 
(4.5 per cent), going to make up a 
magnificent effort by the BNP in North 
West England, now in the forefront of party 
growth and progress. 


ANALYSIS 


AND 
COMMENT 


Nationwide, the BNP obtained 47,195 
votes over 33 constituencies, making for an 
average vote of 1,430. In percentage terms 
this makes an average of 3.9 over the 33 
seats contested by the party. In all, six 
deposits were saved; aside from those 
mentioned, Paul Borg in Poplar & Canning 
Town registered 1,743 votes (5.1 per cent), 
Mark Tolman in Barking 1,606 votes (6.4 
per cent) and Dave Hill in Dagenham 1,378 
votes (5 per cent). By comparison, the party, 
contesting 55 seats in the general election 
of 1997, obtained a total of 35,295 votes, 
averaging out to 642 per constituency or 1.5 
per cent. 


GROUNDLESS CLAIM 


There will be some who will point to this 
higher average vote as vindication of the 
policy of contesting fewer seats than in 
1997 in order to concentrate forces. 
However, this theory does not stand up to 
close examination when all the facts about 
the two elections are taken into account. In 
1997 the BNP had to contend with the 


intervention of the Referendum Party, 
backed by the Goldsmith millions and 
lavishly publicised on TV and in the press. 
In addition there were, as in 2001, other 
minority parties competing for the patriotic 
protest vote. The much bigger scale of the 
Referendum Party challenge four years ago, 
however — in contrast to its complete 
absence this year — made the two elections 
very different ‘ball games’, thus making 
comparisons of BNP results difficult. 

This year, the results in the two Oldham 
constituencies may be counted as ‘freak’ 
results in view of the special circumstances 
pertaining there. This is not to minimise by 
one iota the credit due to the local activists 
who made the results possible. However, it 
does mean that they do not provide a reliable 
yardstick for comparisons with 1997, when 
no such special circumstances existed. With 
the Oldham results excluded, we have a 
total BNP vote of 35,552 spread over 31 
constituencies, making for an average of 
1,147 votes per constituency. 

Similarly, it might be argued that the 
result obtained in Dewsbury in 1997 was 
also of a ‘freak’ nature due to the probab- 
ility that the confusion of names between 
the BNP and Labour candidates (both Mrs. 
Taylor) led to some Labour voters voting 
BNP in error. It would be fair, therefore, to 
subtract the Dewsbury result (2,232 votes) 
from the overall BNP total in 1997, giving 
us a score of 33,063 votes spread over 54 
constituencies and an average of 612 per 
constituency. 

However, when we take account of the 
vastly greater split patriotic vote in 1997 by 
comparison with this year, the difference in 
the two sets of results narrows considerably. 
We find that the various competing parties 
in 1997 scored a total of 68,955 votes in 


THE RESULTS IN FULL 


ASHTON-UNDER-LYNE: Roger Wood 1,617 (4.5 per cent); 
BARKING: Mark Tolman 1,606 (6.4 per cent); BETHNAL 
GREEN & BOW: Michael Davidson 1,267 (3.3 per cent); 
BEXLEYHEATH & CRAYFORD: Colin Smith 1,408 (3.5 per 
cent); BIRMINGHAM HODGEHILL: Lee Windridge 889 (3.4 per 
cent; BLABY: Edward Scott 1,357 (2.8 per cent); BRADFORD 
NORTH: John Brayshaw 1,613 (4.6 per cent); BROXBOURNE: 
John Cope 848 (2.2 per cent); BURNLEY: Steve Smith 4,151 
(11.3 per cent); CHINGFORD & WOODFORD GREEN: Jean 
Griffin 1,062 (2.9 per cent); COVENTRY NORTH EAST: 
Edward Sheppard 737 (2.0 per cent); CROYDON CENTRAL: 
Linda Miller 449 (1.0 per cent); DAGENHAM: David Hill 1,378 
(5.0 per cent); DEWSBURY: Russell Smith 1,632 (4.5 per 
cent); DUDLEY NORTH: Simon Darby 1,822 (4.7 per cent); 
ENFIELD NORTH: Ray Johns 605 (1.6 per cent); EREWASH: 
Steve Belshaw 591 (1.2 per cent); HAYES & HARLINGTON: 
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Gary Birch 705 (2.2 per cent); LEICESTER EAST: Clive Potter 
772 (1.9 per cent); LEWISHAM EAST: Barry Roberts 1,005 
(3.3 per cent); MITCHAM & MORDEN: John Tyndall 642 (1.7 
per cent); NEWPORT WEST: Terry Cavill 278 (0.8 per cent); 
OLDHAM EAST & SADDLEWORTH: Mike Treacy 5,091 (11.2 
per cent); OLDHAM WEST & ROYTON: Nick Griffin 6,552 
(16.4 per cent); PENDLE: Chris Jackson1,976 (5.0 per cent); 
POPLAR & CANNING TOWN: Paul Borg 1,743 (5.1 per cent); 
ROMFORD: Frank McAllister 414 (1.2 per cent); RUISLIP- 

‘ NORTHWOOD: lan Edwards 547 (1.5 per cent); STOKE-ON- 
TRENT SOUTH: Steve Batkin 1,358 (3.8 per cent); SUNDER- 
LAND NORTH: Dave Guynan 687 (2.3 per cent); SUNDER- 
LAND SOUTH: Joe Dobbie 576 (1.8 per cent); WALTHAM- 
STOW: William Phillips 389 (1.1 per cent); WEST BROMWICH 
WEST: John Salvage 1,428 (4.5 per cent). 

Percentage figures are given to the nearest tenth of a per cent. 


those constitu- 
encies, from 
which we 
should exclude 
the Referen- 
dum Party’s 
1,019 votes in 
Dewsbury to 
get 67,936 
votes — or an 
average of 
1,258 per con- 
stituency. By 
contrast, parties 
of the same 
type standing in 
the same 
constituencies 
as the BNP in 
2001 totalled 
9,865 votes. 
Exclude the 
UKIP vote in 
Oldham East & 
Saddleworth 
(677) and we 
have a total of 
9,188 compet- 
ing or ‘split’ votes spread over 31 constit- 
uencies, making for an average of 296 votes 
per constituency. This means, in effect, that, 
in the constituencies where fair comparisons 
can be made, in 1997 the BNP had to 
contend with an average of 962 more votes 
from the ‘competition’ than in 2001. With 
BNP averages in these constituencies 
standing at 535 votes more than in 1997, it 
means that, without rival candidates from 
nationalist or pseudo-nationalist parties, had 
the BNP managed to obtain 56 per cent of 
the votes going to those parties the results in 
1997 over 54 constituencies would have 
been about equal to those in 2001 over 31 
constituencies. 

Of course, the turnout in 1997 was higher 
(though not massively higher) than in 2001, 
so that on a ratio basis the BNP would have 
had to obtain somewhat more than 56 per 
cent of the competing parties’ votes for the 
respective performances to equal out. 
Would it have done so? We will, of course, 
never know. But at least this basic exercise 
in mathematics does indicate that the differ- 
ence between the 2001 and 1997 results — 
‘freak’ ones excluded — is nowhere near as 
might be suggested at first glance. 


IMPACT OF RIVALS 

In last month’s election the intervention 
of rival parties appealing to a similar 
constituency to the BNP was on a much 
reduced scale from 1997, as has been 
shown. However, even the limited impact of 
UKIP and (in one area) the New Britain 
Party (NBP) did have some effect. Again 
excluding the ‘freak’ results in Oldham, and 
two other results in the North West of 
England where similar (if less acute) 


GAGGED 


TELLING Y 
THE TRUTa 


Oldham: Nick Griffin is seen here staging a demonstration of protest against the refusal of the 
returning officer to let him make a speech afier the count. Labour MP Michael Meacher is on 
the left of the picture. Apparently, the rule limiting candidates’ speeches after election counts 


has become a fairly general one. 


conditions existed, namely Burnley and 
Pendle, we find that BNP candidates facing 
competition from such parties fared less 
well than those not doing so. In fifteen 
constituencies where there was no rival 
nationalist or pseudo-nationalist candidate 
BNP candidates averaged 1,173 votes; in 
those where such rivals stood against the 
BNP the average was 845 votes. One 
interesting comparison was in the two East 
London constituencies of Bethnal Green & 
Bow and Poplar & Canning Town, where in 
1997 candidates Dave King and John 
Tyndall polled 3,350 (7.5 per cent) and 
2,849 (7.3 per cent) respectively — two very 
close results. In last month’s election results 
differed considerably in the same two areas. 
Michael Davidson in Bethnal Green & Bow 
scored 1,267 votes (3.3 per cent), while Paul 
Borg in Poplar & Canning Town obtained 
1,743 votes (5.1 per cent). Why the 
difference after two such similar results in 
1997? In Bethnal Green & Bow Michael 
Davidson was up against a candidate of the 
New Britain Party (NBP), whose racial 
stance, although weaker than ours, is 
stronger than that of UKIP or the Referen- 
dum Party in its day, suggesting that without 
the NBP most of that party’s votes would 
have gone to the BNP. In the event, the 
NBP won 888 votes (2.3 per cent). Had 
there been no such candidate, these two East 
End constituencies would have returned 
almost equal results, as in 1997. Though 
even the better of these two results in 2001 
was not as good as in 1997, the difference 
can probably be largely accounted for by the 
‘white flight’ from the area — in part, 
perhaps, to Dagenham, where the vote was 
well up on 1997. 


In 1997, of 
course, the BNP 
had the benefit 
of an election 
broadcast. This 
obviously 
helped the vote, 
though how 
much is 
unquantifiable. 
A yet bigger 
question was 
whether its 
impact could 
have been 
greater than the 
sight, this year, 
of the shattered 
glass and 
burning cars of 
Oldham! 

Obviously, a 
special concen- 
tration of effort 
and resources in 
particular con- 
stituencies 
should, and 
does, make a difference when related to 
those where there is no such concentration — 
but as to just how much difference, reality 
can sometimes contradict theory. In 1997 
every candidate except two received full 
literature back-up — that is an election 
address posted to every residence in his or 
her constituency. The two exceptions were 
the candidates in Bexleyheath & Crayford 
and Old Bexley & Sidcup, thrown in at the 
last moment to ensure that the party would 
meet the minimum of 50 to qualify for a 
broadcast. In the event, the two votes 
obtained by those candidates were not 
dissimilar to that in neighbouring Dartford, 
where the candidate did receive full 
literature back-up. 


\ 


FOR 


EXCELLENT CAMPAIGN 


This year, in Lewisham East, the party 
fielded one of its best candidates, Barry 
Roberts. Local members made sacrifices to 
finance possibly the best selection of back- 
up literature used anywhere in the country. 
There was a good regular turn-out of 
activists during the campaign, and the area 
was thoroughly ‘worked’. The result of 
1,005 votes (3.3 per cent), though quite 
good, was less than the candidate and his 
team deserved. The same could be said of 
Bexleyheath & Crayford, where intense 
activity (attended by excellent results) in 
local government elections in one ward in 
the same area recently previous might have 
promised better. All this shows that local 
peculiarities, added to factors of national 
politics entirely outside the BNP’s control, 
affected what it could do, however great the 
effort. 

Contd. overleaf 
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GENERAL ELECTION 2001 
(Contd. from prev. page) 


Another interesting result was that in 
West Bromwich West. In November last 
year, a mere seven months previously, Nick 
Griffin, contesting the same seat for the 
BNP in a by-election, polled 794 votes (4.2 
per cent), with the UKIP candidate getting 
246 votes (1.3 per cent). This was after the 
party’s biggest ever expenditure of money 
on election literature and a full concen- 
tration of available activists from the West 
Midlands and further afield during the 
campaign. After Mr. Griffin had moved on 
to pastures new, his place was taken by 
local man John Salvage. With West 
Midlands activists dispersed over five 
constituencies and with far less money 
available for literature back-up, Mr. Salvage 
slightly improved on the November by- 
election result, with 1,428 votes (4.5 per 
cent) and against a stronger showing by 
UKIP (499 votes and 1.6 per cent). The 
difference? Local and — perhaps more 
importantly — national events in the inter- 
vening time had changed the climate to the 
BNP’s advantage. As indicated before, the 
biggest effect of all this was in the North 
West, though doubtless — with the riots in 
Bradford fresh in memory — in Yorkshire 
too. However, even further afield, such as in 
the Midlands and South, the reverberations 
of the racial troubles in northern cities must 
have been felt, and must have influenced a 
good few more people as to the failure of 
the multi-racial experiment. At the same 
time, it seems probable that the impact of 
the asylum-seekers — greater in the South 
than elsewhere — would also have hardened 
public attitudes and assisted the BNP. None 
of this, however, alters the fact that the 
horror of the Oldham experience trauma- 
tised, and quickly radicalised, local Whites 
in the immediate area itself and in nearby 
areas where its draught could be felt. 


LITTLE LOCAL PRESENCE 


In this recent general election, wherever 
one went, there seemed little signs that an 
election was taking place at all. Labour, 
Tory and LibDem posters in windows were 
few and far between. The canvassers of 
these parties were hardly seen. It seems as if 
the parties nowadays depend clinost wholly 
on the national impact of television and, to a 
lesser extent, newspapers to get their mess- 
age over and project the personalities of 
their leaders. 

There is, of course, a difference in 
elections to local government. Here parties 
like the BNP can make an impact by a 
strong and persuasive local presence 
because at the level of wards in which the 
elections are fought the areas to be covered 
are much smaller, permitting a blanket 
canvass of households by energetic teams of 
activists. But to cover constituency-size 
areas in the same way requires manpower 
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BURNLEY: HOW IT WAS DONE 


The BNP result in Burnley was a par- 
ticularly praisworthy one. Steve Smith, 
the candidate and local organiser, 
obtained 11.3 per cent of the poll with 
4,151 votes. Apart from the Oldham 

. factor, what contributed to this? 

Steve puts a lot of it down to the 
volume of leafleting, with 20,000 
asylum-seekers and 20,000 other immi- 
gration leaflets put out in 12 months. A 
database of supporters was prepared 
from the replies, and all of these were 
contacted just before the election, 
reminding them to vote. Taking the 
families of the enquirers into account, 
Steve reckons that he started with at 
least 1,000 votes. 

Another important factor was the 
volume of letters by Steve published in 
the local paper and the distribution of 


on a scale that our own party simply does 
not possess; in by-elections it is possible to 
achieve some concentration, although never 
enough to canvass an entire constituency. 

In numerous articles in Spearhead over 
the years we have counselled that, whatever 
setbacks and disappointments our party 
might experience from time to time, events 
are moving gradually and inexorably in our 
direction, bringing about the inevitable 
disgrace and ultimate collapse of the liberal- 
globalist, multi-racial order that has 
dominated politics in the post-war world. 
We have to be prepared to stand our ground, 
fight on and persevere through good times 
and bad — to be vindicated in due course by 
the march of these events. In this recent 
election the BNP was doing and saying 
much the same things as in previous 
elections. The vital difference was that 
certain cataclysmic occurences — outside our 
control — intervened this time to give us a 
unique opportunity for breakthrough in a 
particular area. None of this, as stated 
before, diminishes the credit due to those 
who exploited the opportunity where it 
occurred — a credit of which courage in the 
face of a very violent and threatening - 
situation was an important component. It 
was not an easy ride for our Oldham 
activists in streets where terror stalked 
continually, but they flinched not a bit and 
did what had to be done! 


SUCCESS AND 
STRENGTH THE KEY 


A lot of verbiage has been expended in 
BNP circles in recent times on the subject of 
‘image’, and our magazine has contributed 
its input to this debate. As an article stated 
firmly earlier this year, the image of success 
— signifying strength — is the most important 
ingredient of our wider national acceptance 
as a party. This has has been achieved in 
Oldham, and to only a slightly lesser 


12,000 free copies of the party paper 
The Voice of Freedom, with a leaflet 
enclosed in each calling for the receiver 
to vote BNP in the general election. 

The party also produced 300 videos 
showing the Channel Four documentary 
of the visit to the town by Abu Hamza, 
who said that one day the Moslems in 
Britain, when they were strong enough, 
would kill all the indigenous people. Att- 
ached to the end of this was a copy of 
the 1997 BNP election broadcast. 

Before the election the party erected 
a banner on a mill chimney owned by a 
sympathiser, calling upon people to 
vote BNP. A similar banner was put on a 
trailer and parked at strategic locations 
in the town every morning during peak 
commuter hours. Steve estimates that 
many thousands must have seen this. 


extent in North West England generally. It 
is on this foundation stone that our develop- 
ment in the immediate future can be 
pursued. 

Spearhead stands by its assertion that a 
considerably larger number of seats fought 
should have been within the BNP’s grasp in 
this election — without diminishing the local 
impact we made in certain specially selected 
seats, and this would have greatly increased 
the volume of literature going out through 
the post and the membership enquiries that 
would have resulted. We must also put on 
record our regret that no seats were 
contested in Scotland, the West of England 
and most of the southern counties — a bad 
omission. However, all this is now water 
under the bridge, and we can be mightily 
pleased that the Lancashire catalyst that has 
occurred will impact hugely on public 
opinion nationwide, hopefully including 
these non-participant regions. 

And as far as the ‘competition’ is con- 
cerned, what is immensely heartening is that 
the phony ‘nationalists’ of UKIP, after a 
vast expenditure of money and effort on 
fighting more than 400 seats over the 
country, have nothing to show for it that 
remotely compares with our results in 
Oldham. It is to be hoped that this party, 
which contains many well-meaning patriots 
at grass roots but is led at the top by liberals 
and globalists, will now follow the Referen- 
dum Party into political obscurity and leave 
the field clear for the BNP. The same might 
be said of certain ‘fringe’ nationalists who 
tried to muscle in on the BNP’s campaign in 
Oldham in order to win for themselves 
national publicity not justified by their 
efforts in the field of real politics. As with 
UKIP, it is to be hoped that the sincere and 
sensible patriots in these quarters will cease 
wasting their time with parties that are 
going nowhere and join the only fight that 
matters. 


Opponents of the death penalty argue that 
it is wrong for the state to take life. This is a 
line that Tony Blair takes. Yet, to be consis- 
tent, holders of this view would also have to 
be against the state taking life in times of 
war. As Aldous Huxley once wrote, “it is 
impossible to be an 85 per cent pacifist; it is 
all or nothing.” It is interesting in this context 
to think back to the 1999 war against 
Yugoslavia. Then, by and large, the most 
enthusiastic supporters of the NATO 
bombing campaign on Belgrade were those 
politicians and journalists (such as Tony 
Blair, Robin Cook, Clare Short and the 
Guardian duo Polly Toynbee and Martin 
Woollacott) who are fierce in their oppos- 
ition to any reintroduction of the death 
penalty in Britain. It seems to me a rather 
strange morality that justifies the killing of 
innocent make-up girls and cleaners in a 
Yugoslav television studio, but not of con- 
victed serial killers at home. 
NEIL CLARK 
The Spectator (9.6.01) 


I want to feel proud of my country and to 
be free to value its best traditions, its history 
and its people. I want to live in a land that is 
clean, safe and cared for... 

I'd like our hospitals to be run by doctors, 
not administrators. 

I think the BBC has been utterly irrespon- 
sible in allowing the kind of lewd language 
that is used by many broadcasters. 

I want to live in a country that values 
childhood and doesn’t attempt to turn eight- 
year-olds into mini-Lolitas. 

I'd like competitive sports restored to our 
school curricula so that pupils are encour- 
aged to run till they’re exhausted. 

I'd like to see a government that believes 
that the best chance children have for happy 
lives is to be brought up within a stable 
marriage. 

I'd like a tax system that is favourable to 
those who marry before they have children, 
and stay married. 

LINDA LEE POTTER 
Daily Mail (13.6.01) 


Donating £5 million to the Conservative 
Party, Sir Paul Getty says he believes it is 
“the party best equipped to defend the British 
way of life”... 

Conservative politicians, as they accept 
Sir Paul’s money should try to embody that 
resistance. At present, they are assailed from 
every side with advice to “move to the 
middle ground”; “drop all right-wing (that is, 
Conservative) tendencies”; “accept the toler- 
ant, inclusive Britain of today”, and so on 
and so forth. 

That is the very last thing they should do. 


The things they’‘re saying 


EXTRACTS FROM THE MAINSTREAM MEDIA 


The “middle ground” is where almost every- 
thing that is wrong with this country flour- 
ishes and proliferates. It is the home of left- 
liberal orthodoxy, of every kind of fashion- 
able nonsense, or moral degeneracy, “polit- 
ical correctness” and “anti-racism,” trash 
culture, vulgar barbarism, submission to the 
mob as well as militant homosexuality and 
feminism, mindless worship of “change” 
and, above all, the false and penicious 
doctrine of human equality. 
PETER SIMPLE 
Daily Telegraph (15.6.01) 


The worst race riots in years have blighted 
Northern England recently. The rioting 
makes it clear that today’s ethnic youth are 
willing to challenge the mainly white society 
which their parents were simply happy to 
accept. It typifies the struggle for identity 
that many immigrants now endure in modern 
British society... 

The violence of Asian youth in Northern 
England is simply a reaction to the oppress- 
ion, the taunts and the hostility to which they 
are subjected in modern British society.” 

LEADER ARTICLE 
Asian Times (12.6.01) 


Snapshot of the week in Glasgow. The 
City Council is planning to erect signs such 
as ‘No parking’ in Punjabi and Urdu in the 
Woodlands district, home of the city’s Asian 
community. 

Now the Gaelic speakers are jumping up 
and down demanding their own road signs. 

Funny how the Asians have managed to 
find their way round Glasgow in English for 
the past 30 years. 

If you close your eyes, most Glaswegian 
Asians sound like Rab C. 

Elsewhere in Glasgow, police are hunting 
a gang of Albanian asylum-seekers in 
connection with the stabbing of four night- 
club bouncers. 

Presumably, when they are arrested, they 
will be able to plead not guilty on the 
grounds that the council had failed to put up 
any signs in Albanian, reading ‘No stabbing’. 

RICHARD LITTLEJOHN 
The Sun (15.6.01) 


We spent most of the 20th century des- 
troying the concept of a hero. The process 
began in 1918 when Lytton Strachey pub- 
lished his Eminent Victorians, a wicked 
book, which proved to be one of the most 
destructive in our literature. Its sneering 
tone, its refusal to admit the existence of 
simple goodness and the importance of duty, 
entered into the life blood of our history and 
poisoned it. We have been hacking away at 


our heroes ever since, toppling them, pound- 
ing them to fragments, smearing them with 
the filth and corrosive venom of our worst 
imaginings, and spitting on what is left. As I 
look around our country today and see its 
immense and daunting problems, I think to 
myself: how can we expect the youth of our 
country to set about repairing the damage we 
have inflicted upon ourselves, when we have 
deprived them of the most important item in 
a Civic faith — the belief in heroism. 
PAUL JOHNSON 
The Spectator (9.6.01) 


Hot on the heels of those massive pay 
increases for Ministers and MPs, the begging 
bowl goes round again. What do they want 
now? Another £20,000 in office expenses, 
for a start. At present, MPs can claim up to 
£52,000 for their offices and staff— on top of 
free megabucks luxury offices in Westmin- 
ster. Yet the House of Commons has never 
been such a lifeless, degenerate, intellectual 
slum, nor been so inefficient in controlling 
an arrogant and incompetent Government. 
Now Parliament is to be treated like the NHS 
— throw money at it and call it ‘investment’; 
give it a spin and call it reform. It will not 
work. We have a Third-World NHS and a 
Third-World parliament — and the most 
expensive health services and parliament in 
the Third World. 

NORMAN (LORD) TEBBIT 
The Mail on Sunday (24.6.01) 


Once again, bloody mayhem erupts in the 
Balkans. And once again British troops seem 
likely to be sent into danger — disgracefully, 
without even the suggestion of a parlia- 
mentary debate. 

As Macedonia teeters on the brink of civil 
war, Defence Secretary Geoff Hoon blithely 
signals that 1,000 British soldiers could 
move within a fortnight. 

But our over-stretched forces are already 
bogged down in Bosnia, Kosovo and Sierra 
Leone. Another 1,600 troops were sent 
yesterday to riot-torn Belfast. To take on yet 
another task seems to border on recklessness. 

LEADER ARTICLE 
Daily Mail (23.6.01) 


The recent riots in Belfast and Portadown 
suggest that Northern Ireland could be on the 
verge of some of the worst disturbances 
since 1969. That much could have been pre- 
dicted... But what few can have predicted is 
that Tony Blair... would devise a security 
policy worthy of a loony-left Lambeth police 
committee circa 1981. 

LEADER ARTICLE 
Daily Telegraph (22.6.01) 
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TORY NEMESIS 


Is the Conservative Party headed for final extinction? If 
so, says JOHN TYNDALL, its fate will be richly deserved 


THEY still don’t seem to get it, do they? 
This must surely be the view of any dis- 
passionate observer beholding the current 
post-mortem among the Tories following 
yet another disastrous general election. As 
I write, Michael Portillo actually seems to 
be front runner in the race to the leader- 
ship succession. If he fails, it is likely to be 
more because of personal factors than any 
consensus over policy, for what Portillo 
has been saying seems fairly to reflect 
party thinking over what must now be 
done to revive Tory election fortunes. 

Speaking of the need for the Tories to 
reflect the changes in Britain, the former 
defence secretary said: “Our party has to 
appeal to the whole range of people who now 
live in the UK — to people of all ages, of both 
sexes and people whose family origin is 
outside Britain.” Translated into plain 
people’s language, this simply means that 
Mr. Portillo wants the votes of everyone — 
everyone, that is, among the diminishing 
portion of the population that can be 
bothered to vote at all. But that is not all. In 
the words of a Daily Telegraph report, he... 

“... promised to tone down the party’s 
Euro-sceptic rhetoric. While restating his 
opposition to joining the single currency, he 
said the Tories must engage in a more 
‘friendly debate’ with their European neigh- 
bours and be more internationalist.” 


This stance seems to reflect the main- 
stream of current Tory thinking and certainly 
of the Tory press. Typical was a leader in the 
Daily Express (9th June) headed ‘Britain has 
changed and so must the Conservatives’, 
which said of the Tories in the election of 
1997:- 


“They were the only ones who failed to 
recognise that the political and social land- 
scape of Britain has changed out of all 
‘recognition. It is time they woke up and 
looked around them. 

“The Tory Party will never improve its 
standing by being the bolt-hole of right- 
wing extremists and xenophobes. If it is to 
survive as a force it must take the centre 
ground from Labour...” 


Whoever does become Tory leader, it 
looks as if the party will indeed reshape itself 
according to these guidelines — which will 
just ensure that it continues on the road to 
self-extinction. 

Long before the result of this year’s 
election was declared, it was being loudly 
voiced in Tory quarters, as well as elsewhere, 
that the party’s election strategy was funda- 
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mentally flawed — most of all in its emphasis 
on opposition to the single European 
currency. In the latter respect, this was 
certainly true: the vast majority of British 
voters have little interest in Euro issues, and 
where there is interest it is sadly misin- 


MICHAEL PORTILLO 
Says he wants the Tory Party to adapt to 
national ‘change’. In fact, all that has 
changed is his own perception of what’s 
good for him. : 


formed. This was evident to those of us who 
spoke to people on the doorsteps in the 
recent campaign; and if Tory Party focus 
groups and professional PR folk, whose job 
it is to be tuned in to what the public is 
thinking, were not able to see this and warn 
their leaders of it well in advance there is 
something badly out of gear in the party’s 
intelligence system. Certainly, opposition to 
the single currency is a vital policy, but 
unless it is joined to opposition to member- 
sip of the whole European shebang it cannot 
and does not make sense. This the Tories 
refuse to admit. But, that aside, Europe 
simply is not a bread-and-butter issue to the 
man and woman in the street, however much 
we think it should be. A clear and unequiv- 


ocal policy of opposition to membership of 
Europe (including the single currency) 
should be on hand and stated whenever the 
matter is raised, but to make ‘Save the 
Pound’ a party’s main campaign slogan is to 
misunderstand completely the mood of the 
electorate. 

However, in assessing the blame for this 
ill-conceived strategy we need always to bear 
in mind that any political party’s strategy ina 
general election must be formulated within 
the bounds of its overall policy objectives, 
and these in turn must derive from the basic 
political principles and ideals to which that 
party is committed. It is here that we have to 
examine the metamorphosis of the Tory 
Party over the past half-century or more, and 
understand that the road to the catastrophe of 
June 7th 2001 was mapped out as far back as 
the 1950s, if not earlier. This catastrophe 
was always inevitable given the turn that 
Tory ideology took that long time ago. 


Wrong at first base 


John Charmley, at the very beginning of 
his book A History of Conservative Politics 
1900-1996, says:- 


“The Conservative Party exists to conserve; 
it is the party of the status quo. Unfort- 
unately for it and its adherents, all things 
change — ‘the flower withereth and the grass 
fadeth’. In another world perhaps these 
things are restored and made new, but in 
this world the process of change poses a 
fundamental challenge to Conservatism as a 
political force. Many of those who vote 
Conservative do so because of a visceral 
distaste for the consequences of change, but 
for a Conservative Party some accommo- 
dation with this process is is inevitable — if 
only to ensure political survival. There is, 
then, a tension between Conservatism and 
expediency. Because of this, all Conserv- 
ative leaders have faced charges of oppor- 
tunism and betrayal; historians generally 
judge them by their success in adapting to 
change. Since the Conservative Party has 
existed for more than 150 years, during 
which time Britain has changed beyond 
recognition, historians are agreed that the 
party has been a great success; visceral 
Conservatives are less easily convinced. 


Former Tory MP Robert Rhodes James 
expounds a similar theme in Ambitions and 
Realities, saying:- 

“... the modern Conservative Party is 
dedicated to the proposition that, as change 
is inevitable, that change should be under- 
taken by itself.” 


Rhodes James, as is common among 
Tories of later times, likes to invoke Disraeli, 
reminding us of the latter’s words in 1867:- 

“In a progressive country, change is 

constant; and the question is not whether 

you should resist change that is inevitable, 
but whether that change should be carried 
out in deference to the manners, the 

customs, the laws and the traditions of a 

people, or whether it should be carried out 

in deference to abstract principles and 

arbitrary and general doctrines.” 

The trouble with the proposition concern- 
ing the ‘inevitability’ of change is that, 
unless we are specific about what change we 
are talking about, it is liable to be seized 
upon and exploited by all manner of 
unscrupulous political adventurers for all 
manner of wild purposes. It is a concept as 
lacking in precision as phrases like: “We 
must modernise” or “We must move with the 
times.” Disraeli was addressing his words to 
an audience and an age less prone to the 
seductions of verbal sophistry than our own. 
What he most certainly meant when he spoke 
of change being ‘inevitable’ were certain 
social, intellectual, scientific and techno- 
logical developments that were cornerstones 
of the ‘progress’ he implied: universal edu- 
cation; mass literacy; greater social mobility; 
a weakening of religious superstition; indus- 
trial mass-production; mechanised transport, 
leading to easier travel; not least, vastly 
increased expectations of material improve- 
ment. In these senses there is, of course, an 
inevitability of change to which politics must 
adapt, and nothing remarkably original is 
achieved by saying so. But that is something 
entirely different from accepting any change 
proposed by quack ideologists whose only 
claim to authority is possession, contem- 
porarily at least, of the power of propaganda 
and patronage that comes of having occupied 
the commanding heights of national instit- 
utions. One might as well say that the change 
stipulated by the revolutionaries of Soviet 
Russia was ‘inevitable’ merely because they 
had put themselves in that position when 
they called for it. It took more than 70 years 
for people to understand that this was not so, 
and to reverse much of the process. 


Not all change inevitable 


The first step to political maturity is to 
achieve a recognition of which changes in 
society are inevitable and which are not. And 
with regard to the latter, the next step is to 
recognise that when they are called for it is 
invariably due to the agitation of particular 
interests, which perceive themselves to 
profit by such changes, not to any imperative 
dictated by the good of society or nation. 

This aside, the idea that a political party 
must adapt to change, even when it is bad, 
merely in order to survive is itself funda- 
mentally flawed. It supposes that a political 
party is like a commercial enterprise, in 
business just to make a profit, and that it is 


therefore bound to adapt itself to changes in 
the market, in public demand, in technology 
and much else. Political parties, of course, 
are nothing of the kind. They are associations 
formed by people for the pursuit of particular 
political objectives, which in turn should be 
defined by certain eternal principles. Once 
these objectives and principles are aban- 
doned, the whole purpose of such parties is 
lost, and they may as well not survive for all 
the good they do. Of course, to serve 
principles and pursue political objects 
requires engaging in the game of power, but 
only as a means to an end. If the end cannot 
be achieved, the means become worthless. 
What has taken over the modern Tory Party 
is the philosophy which holds that the means 
justify the ends — a reversal of the usual 
formula. If there is any ‘end’ at all, it has 
become power for power’s sake — meaning, 
in practical terms, offices and jobs for the 
boys and girls. 


Anatomy of change 


It is perhaps opportune at this point to 
return to the words of the Daily Express 
leader. When it says that the political and 
social landscape of Britain has changed out 
of all recognition, it rather sounds as if it is 
speaking of the change in a person’s physical 
make-up due to age, or changes in the colour 
of leaves as winter comes — unavoidable 
facts of nature — whereas what it really 
means is that there have been widespread 
changes in human attitudes which, far from 
being unavoidable, have been wrought by the 
power of propaganda and agitation — them- 
selves the consequences of shifts in power. 
Precisely because power — political power, 
that is — is not, like nature, a constant, 
precisely because it is itself subject to 
change, those social and moral changes that 
it has contrived can be subject to change 
again. It is all a matter of the human will 
being present to bring this about. What has 
happened to British Conservatism, and in 
varying degrees to Conservatism every- 
where, is that it has lost its will. 

For there never was anything ‘inevitable’ 
about the emergence of the liberal consensus 
to which Conservatism has succumbed; it 
has been the contrivance of self-interested 
and noisy minorities capturing the opinion- 
forming apparatus in one country after 
another, with the process fuelled above all by 
money. Conservatism, in Britain and else- 
where, has had — and still has even now — the 
institutional power to challenge and overturn 
this consensus. What is lacking is the 
character to put up the necessary fight, and 
that says more about the types of people who 
constitute modern Conservatism than it does 
about the layout of the battlefield. 

Just supposing that a very unlikely hypo- 
thesis came to pass, and the Tory Party 
decided, against all current signs, to fight for 
the things necessary to the political, econ- 
omic, social, cultural and — yes — racial 


salvation of Britata, even if it were white- 
washed in the next general election, would 
that leave it in any worse position than it is 
right now? It would have forfeited the 
chance of political power — for the time 
being. But if in the use of such power all it 
would have done would be to enact much the 
same policies as Labour, where would the 
great loss be? In fact, the only loss would be 
in the field of the personal ambitions of 
certain leaders for a place at the feeding 
trough of national decline. On the other 
hand, the party would attract to itself a new 
wave of public respect and have flocking to 
its banner the very healthiest elements of the 
British population, fired by a new zeal 
prompted by the visions of great goals. 

But all this is, as previously indicated, an 
unlikely hypothsis — in fact so unlikely as to 
be virtually out of the question. The dynamic 
forces simply do not exist in the Tory Party 
to make it possible. The party is afflicted 
with what is a very general national afflic- 
tion: ‘short-termism’, the rejection of the 
ultimately desirable in preference for the 
instantly possible — always the instinct of 
liberalism. 


Ideological empty space 


But even when the immediately possible 
is attained, it is revealed, like the Emperor, 
to have no clothes. Just what does modern 
Conservatism stand for? Just what can the 
average Briton identify it as standing for? 
Just what will today’s Tory tell you when 
you ask what differentiates his party from 
Labour? When you seek to ascertain these 
things what you find is little more than an 
empty space. Conservatives will say that 
they want to leave people free to get on with 
their own lives without interference from 
‘big government’. What is this supposed to 
mean? In terms of its significance and appeal 
to the ‘ordinary voter it means virtually 
nothing. It is not that anyone would object to 
the principle; it is just that it is a concept that 
could only induce a huge yawn among all 
except doctrinaire libertarians who preocc- 
upy themselves with such ideas. The average 
man or woman in Britain does not have 
nightmares of ‘big government’ in the form 
of a posse of police forcing the door down at 
4 am. The average man and woman in 
Britain is concerned about incompetent 
government, about corrupt government, but 
not about ‘big’ government. 

Indeed, it seems that today the obsession 
with ‘individual freedom’ has virtually taken 
over as the main plank in Tory thinking. This 
of course is only a symptom of the fact that 
today’s Conservatives are only yesterday’s 
liberals in disguise. To traditional Conserv- 
atism — ‘visceral’ Conservatism, if you want 
to adopt the language of Professor Charmley 
— individual freedoms and rights were not 
self-justifying moral imperatives; they were 
concessions to be weighed in the balance 

Contd. overleaf 
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TORY NEMESIS 
(Contd. from prev. page) 


alongside duties, obligations and responsib- 
ilities as part of the contract of citizenship. 
Tories occasionally give lip service to these 
latter concepts even today, but one senses 
that their hearts are not really in it. ‘Freedom’ 
remains the great Conservative rallying cry, 
and these corrollaries seem to be added as if 
as an afterthought. 


Myth of the ‘centre ground’ 


It has become a Tory article of faith in 
modern times that electoral success is only 
possible if the party occupies some mythical 
‘centre ground’, and when there is electoral 
failure the charge invariably is made that the 
failure is due to this not having been done. 
Of course, the whole concept of the ‘centre 
ground’, of ‘moderation’, is an arbitrary one 
determined by those who regulate public 
opinion. For instance, when the Daily 
Express speaks, as it does, of “right-wing 
extremists and xenophobes,” what it really 
means is people who, a mere half-century 
ago, would have stood right in the Tory 
Party’s moderate centre -— in that they 
adhered to fairly traditional ways of thinking 
concerning the need to preserve Britain’s 
national sovereignty and identity, and would 
have opposed the usurpation of the functions 
of parliament by a foreign legislative body, 
just as they would have opposed the 
settlement in this country of many millions 
of immigrants whose cultures were wholly 
different to our own. 

Any dictionary description of ‘xeno- 
phobia’ will tell you that it means hatred of 
things foreign; but hatred rarely, if ever, 
came into this, merely a desire to preserve 
what is our own. The Daily Express leader 
writer knows this of course, as all journalists 
do, but that does not deter him or her from 
using the phrase dishonestly. Jnterests, you 
see, are at stake; and the interests owning the 
Daily Express, together with those providing 
its advertising revenue, require that both 
Britain’s political sovereignty and ethnic 
identity be sacrificed. If dishonest journalism 
is necessary in pursuit of this policy, then so 
be it. 

All this means that when Tory politicians 
call for the party to occupy the ‘centre 
ground’ what they are really talking about is 
the ground determined by the chattering 
classes, who in turn act as the mouthpieces of 
the interests that control the media. Occas- 
ionally, a Tory such as Lord Tebbit will write 
dismissively of these chattering classes but 
all Tories, where the really important issues 
are concerned, can be relied upon to dance to 
their tune. 

But, all this aside, the theory of the need 
for the Tories to occupy this so-called ‘centre 
ground’ in order to stand a chance in 
elections is not even correct. By moving into 
that position, they are simply shedding all 
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distinctions between themselves and their 
opponents. The huge abstentions in the 
recent election have been in very large part 
due to people feeling that it’s not worth 
voting because “there isn’t a scrap of differ- 


‘ence between them” — an assertion I heard 


myself many times on the doorstep when 


HAGUE 
A loser, maybe. But he was fated to be 
head of a dying party. 


canvassing in recent weeks. 

The practice of the Tory Party in trying to 
make itself more and more like the Labour 
Party is not only wrong in principle, it isn’t 
even politically clever. John~ Freeman, 
writing in these pages last month about 
‘Branding and Positioning’, stressed, as an 
elementary rule in the advertising world, the 
necessity for ‘Brand Differentiation’. 
“People,” he said, “choose one brand rather 
than another because they perceive a differ- 
erence.” Exactly, and where no such differ- 
ence is perceived the consumer is going to 
opt for the product that is more slickly 
advertised than its rival. In the field of slick 
advertising the Tories can hardly begin to 
compete with their opponents — no doubt in 
large part because Blair & Co. are totally 
without scruple, and regard truth and false- 
hood as interchangeable commodities to be 
used as expediency dictates. In addition to 
this, the Tories are always going to lose to 
Labour when it comes to competing in the 
field of liberal-globalist political ideas 
because the copy rarely looks as attractive as 
the original article. It is also foolish for any 
political movement to cut itself off from its 
traditional constituency, as the Tories have 
largely done in the quest for a new one that 
will probably remain forever out of reach. 

To some, of course, it is not the Tories 
who are trying to copy Labour but Labour 
that is copying the Tories. But whichever 
way you look at it the result is the same. Tory 
writer John Casey sees things rather in these 
terms. Lamenting the party’s annihilation, he 
says in the Daily Mail of June 9th:- 


“So the Tories, their clothes having been 
stolen, are naked. Is there anything they can 
do? The omens are grim. Not only have 
their policies been purloined by Labour — 
they are actually dying. They are an ageing 
party. Whenever you see Conservative 
activists on television, they seem to be 
mostly pensioners. 

“And there is a deeper malaise. The Conser- 
vative party always stood for a certain 
vision of patriotism, a vision that New 
Labour has made look outdated. It included 
loyalty to the Crown, pride in Britishness, 
belief in the Union with Scotland and 
Northern Ireland. (Until the time of Edward 
Heath they called themselves the Conser- 
vative and Unionist Party.)” 


But of course in the rush to take the 
‘centre ground’ the Tories have gradually 
divested themselves of their guardianship of 
these traditions — to the point where few 
voters associate them with them any more. 
And now it seems that they are going to go 
yet further. Whatever may be meant by 
“more internationalist,” it certainly cannot be 
compatible with the patriotism of which 
Professor Casey speaks. Nor is “pride in 
Britishness” compatible with an unwilling- 
ness to fight for the survival of the British 
Race. Nor can “belief in the Union” be 
reconciled with Tory policies in Ulster — 
from which there is no sign that there will be 
any departure under whatever new dispen- 
sation the party may choose. 


Hague not the problem 


It has been suggested by a number of 
commentators that it is unfair to blame 
William Hague for the Tories’ recent defeat. 
While I hold no brief for Hague (his capitu- 
lation over the Townend affair was pitiful), 
there is some truth in this. Hague was no 
more than the leader the Conservative Party 
deserved, given its evolution over the past 
half-century or so. The party had no-one 
better and it has no-one better now. The very 
fact that a person like Michael Portillo might 
even be considered for the leadership — let 
alone that he could become front-runner in 
the next few weeks — speaks volumes. Port- 
illo is one of the most repulsive creatures 
thrown up by the political system in recent 
times — and that is really saying something! 
The whole treacly saga of his ‘re-invention’ 
from a phony right-wing ‘hardliner’ into an 
equally phony adherent of the ‘touchy-feely’ 
liberal tendency ought to tell us all that needs 
to be known about him. The simple fact is 
that this political mountebank saw clearly 
that even a feigned attachment to traditional 
Tory principles was going to get him no- 
where in the pursuit of his ambitions, and he 
swopped clothes with a rapidity which in 
saner times would have resulted in his being 
laughed out of public life, but today is seen 
as a sign of prudent political thinking. The 
whole party surely knows that dear Michael 
is about as genuine article as a three-pound 
note, but that does not seem to matter: he is 


regarded, rightly or wrongly, as someone 
who can be ‘sold’ to the electorate, and that 
is all that matters. What he may do to Britain 
after such a ‘sell’ has been accomplished 
seems of small account. 

Michael has of course ‘outed’ himself by 
confessing to homosexual relationships in 
his younger days. In a party of reasonable 
health this would rule out his ever being 
leader if nothing else did, but in the Conser- 
vative Party of today it seems to be taken as 
only a minor blemish on his record — if that. 
Maybe the strategy is to ‘out-gay’ Labour. 
Nothing should surprise us, given the polit- 
ical culture of the times! 

Casey is right in another thing, however. 
The Tories are actually dying — but in a 
much deeper sense than he has described. It 
comes down to much more than the average 
age of the current membeship. In fact, a case 
could be made that British Conservatism has 
been dying for at least 100 years. 

Charmley put his finger on the trouble. 
“The Conservative Party exists to conserve,” 
he said, and “... Unfortunately for it and its 
adherents, all things change...” Yes they do, 
but not in the sense implied in ‘modern’ 
Conservative thinking. Perhaps in order to 
grasp the real point of all this we should look 
at military analogies. 


The defensive and the offensive 


It is elementary that in all warfare the 
defensive and the offensive call for vastly 
different ways of fighting — different deploy- 
ment, different plans of battle, different 
tactics, different training, at least partly 
different weapons and equipment, different 
priorities of command, different orders — 
and, in a few special situations, even differ- 
ent types of troops. Not least, the basic 
psychology involved in defensive and offen- 
sive operations has to be in great measure 
different. 

All effective armies are able to organise 
and condition themselves to fight both 
defensively and offensively as circumstances 
dictate. An army that was capable in defence 
but utterly ill-equipped, organised and led 
for offensive action would be a useless army. 
It would be rather like the French Army in 
1940, which depended essentially on the 
Maginot Line to wage war and was utterly 
lost once that bastion had been circumvented 
and rendered irrelevant. 

In political terms, Conservatism is very 
largely constituted in the manner of an army 
prepared solely for the defensive. Conserv- 
atism assumes that its own side occupies the 
commanding heights of national institutions 
and that its task to prevent the enemy captur- 
ing them. Should this latter disaster occur, 
and the institutions be stormed by that enemy 
so that it now occupies the heights, Conser- 
vatism is simply at a loss as to what to do 
next. 

Again, reverting to military jargon, being 
a defensive army, it knows no better than to 


retreat to another position in its rear and 
endeavour to defend that. Counter-attack is 
simply beyond its capability and, more to the 
point still, outside the limits of its psycho- 
logy. It exists, as Charmley has said, to 
conserve, not to take. 

The American writer Dr. William L. 
Pierce had the situation well summed up 
when he said of the Conservative:- 

“He reacts with alarm to new depredations 
from the left, but is satisfied if he is able to 
fall back, regroup his wagons and establish 
a new line of defence. The leftist keeps on 
pushing, probing, advancing, taking a step 
back now and then, but only to be able to 
take three steps forward later. 
“If the leftist makes new demands — for 
example the forced racial integration of 
schools and housing — the conservative will 
oppose them with a plea to maintain ‘neigh- 
bourhood’ schools and ‘freedom of assoc- 
iation.” When the smoke clears, the leftist 
will have won perhaps half of what he 
demanded and the conservative will have 
lost half of what he tried to preserve. 
“But then the conservative will accept the 
new status quo, as if things had always been 
that way, ara prepare to defend it against 
fresh attacks from the left with the same 
ineptitude he displayed in defending the old 
position.” 

This is one of the best definitions I have 
read of the spineless, indeed, hopeless, 
nature of Conservatism. For a British enact- 
ment of what Dr. Pierce has to say about the 
retreat over integration of schools and 
housing, we need only to look at the constant 
surrender of the Tories over immigration. 
One moment, sensitive to what many voters 
are thinking, they will make a few tame 
noises about the need to ‘control’ immig- 
ration — in the interests of ‘good race 
relations’, of course — not for the protection 
of the borders of our homeland and the 
identity of the British people! Then, after the 
predictable yells and howls of anger from the 
Labour benches about their so-called 
‘racism’, they will go running to their bolt- 
holes protesting that they are not ‘racists’ at 
all, and that it is absolutely horrid of Labour 
to say that they are! 


Tory surrender of Britain 


But when we lift our eyes from this 
unedifying ‘debate’ that is not really a 
debate, and examine the history of immig- 
ration over the past 40 years, during which 
we have had Tory Governments for most of 
the time, we see a steady flow into this 
country of alien, and basically unassimilable, 
peoples numbered in the several millions — 
an invasion no less threatening to our 
national existence than if we had suffered 
defeat in war and had a foreign army camped 
on our soil in permanent occupation. 

It is the old story of Conservatives 
surrendering a position they decide is indef- 
ensible and retreating back to one they set 
out to defend but which, in turn, becomes as 


indefensible — to them at least — as the 
previous one. Now they are not resisting the 
invasion — that would be ‘racist’, wouldn’t 
it? — but merely criticising their opponents 
over some minor detail concerning it. Some 
— just some — of the invaders shouldn’t be 
here because, claiming to be ‘refugees’, they 
are not really refugees at all. And so on and 
so on. Of course, what is wrong is not the 
position that is supposed to be defended, but 
the gutlessness of the so-called ‘defenders’. 
As in war, an army which is led, conditioned, 
equipped and deployed only to defend will 
end up by not even doing that! 

While the ancestors of today’s Tory Party 
were doubtless much sturdier champions of 
their faith than their heirs of the present, the 
truth is that it was the faith itself that was 
flawed from the very beginning. ‘Conserve’ 
and ‘conservative’ are by their very nature 
relative terms: it all depends on what is to be 
conserved. In as much as we accept Charm- 
ley’s definition of the Conservative Party 
being the party of the status quo, we find that 
‘Conservatism’ today means conservation of 
the left-liberal establishment and its philos- 
ophies of globalism and multi-racialism. 
‘Radical’ and ‘revolutionary’, in contrast, 
mean mean opposition to that establishment 
and its philosophies. In strategic and tactical 
terms, this means that what is needed by 
those faithful to nation, race, homeland and 
the native culture is an offensive, not a 
defensive, attitude and approach — or, to put 
it in political language, a radical, not a 
Conservative, approach. For this the Tory 
party is hopelessly inadequate, but — more 
than that — Conservatism as an idea is 
inadequate. 

When the nation and its institutions are 
healthy and in sound hands, a ‘conservative’ 
position is practical: what is good needs to 
be retained and defended. But when that 
situation no longer prevails, when the nation 
and its institutions have been captured by 
enemies (whether internal or external) and 
have become diseased, it is time not for 
defence but attack. The patriots are cast in 
the role of radicals and revolutionaries; it is 
their duty not to preserve, but to undermine, 
the status quo. 

With hindsight, we can say that the 
founders of British Conservatism ought to 
have understood this and defined their creed 
differently. That creed should have been 
centred on the nation, and their ideology 
should have been nationalist. As to whether 
their political strategy was a defensive or an 
offensive one, this should have been condit- 
ional upon circumstances. 

British Conservatism today, like Conserv- 
atism elsewhere, is suffering from this 
fundamental error. And it is dying because, 
from the start, it has lacked the vital forces 
necessary for the renewal of life. A change of 
leader will no more overcome this problem 
than the previous one did. It is the party itself 
that needs to be stood down. 
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DURING the summer of 1999 my beloved wife was admitted to a local 
hospital under the care of a white lady doctor. The purpose was to have a 
gastric ulcer cured. Afterwards, she was kept for some time in the 
hospital, effectively receiving no treatment for anything. I asked the 
doctor to arrange for her discharge. She replied that before this would be 
possible our house had to be inspected to ensure 
that it was a suitable place for her to returnto. 

I objected, saying that the house was a private 
residence, not a National Trust stately home open 
to the public. The doctor replied saying that I was 
quite entitled to refuse the inspection, but the 
refusal would be noted in my wife’s file. Therefore 
I agreed — under protest. Three ladies came to 
inspect the home and found it satisfactory. 
Thereupon my wife was discharged and returned 
home. 

Towards the end of November 2000 my wife 
experienced severe pain in her lower back, and she 
was admitted again to the hospital to be examined 
for vertebral or kidney trouble. None was found, 
however, and the pain stopped. On Christmas Day 
2000 our elder daughter and I visited her, and she 
said she wanted to come home again. A few days later I was visiting her 
again when an Asian consultant asked her if she wanted to be discharged. 
This time she said no, adding that she always had great confidence in the 
medical profession. “Whatever the doctor says...” was a common 
expression of hers. Her brother is a retired gyna- ecologist and was 
governor of the Barcelona Military Hospital back in her native Spain. He 
one told me that in Spain whenever a patient’s family wanted the patient 
home this was complied with. 

On New Year’s Day 2001 I again visited the hospital, this time with 
our elder daughter, and asked my wife if she would like to come home. 
This time she replied that she would. 

Shortly afterwards, a suggestion was made to me by the hospital’s 
Care Manageress that was so wicked it took me a moment or two to 
digest. She said that it had been decided that my wife should go into a 
nursing home but that they would not take our house in order to obtain 
payment. Then it dawned on me that they were suggesting that my wife 
should not be allowed to return home but should be effectively impris- 
oned in a nursing home at a cost, I later found out, of £2,000-plus per 
month until all our money was exhausted. I told the Care Manageress 
that I would oppose this plan with all my strength. 

A few days later there occurred an event that could have come straight 
out of the pages of Huxley’s Brave New World or a Kafka novel. While 
visiting my wife, I was invited by the Care Manageress into a small room 
‘about five yards from the ward where my wife was staying. There a 
mini-tribunal had been set up. I sat in one chair facing a black woman of 
unknown function, who introduced herself by name. She was flanked by 
the Asian consultant and the Care Manageress, both of whom said 
nothing. The black woman proceeded to talk about the plan to take my 
wife from me and our home and imprison her in the nursing home. Every 
few minutes she said: “OK?” and I replied that it was not all OK. I then 
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A case of ‘We know 
best’, as related by 
MICHAEL INGRAMS 


left the small room and went to my wife’s side in the ward and asked her 
if she wanted to come home. She replied that she did not know, this 
indicating that she was clearly confused — contrary to what the Asian 
consultant had told me. I returned to the small room and invited the 
consultant to come to the ward with me so that I might chall- enge his 
contention that my wife was not confused but was 
quite definite that she did not want to come home. 
He neither replied nor moved. 

A day or so later, I was told by the Care 
Manageress that “three independent consultants” 
agreed with the Asian consultant that my wife was 
not confused but was quite definite that she did not 
want to return home. I told the Care Manageress 
that the “three independent consul- tants” were 
lying. She did not reply. 

During another visit to my wife it became clear 
to me that she thought she was already at home; she 
was so confused she did not know where she was. 

During the foregoing time I had been in contact 
with the British Medical Association (BMA), the 
police, the Law Society, several solic- itors, my 
MP, the local Conservative Association and the 
Citizens’ Advice Bureau seeking assistance to free my wife from what 
had effect- ively become imprisonment at the hospital. One lady at the 
Conserv- ative Association told me that her mother had been very ill 
before she died but had flatly refused to go into hospital — as of course 
was her right. But when I tried to locate the Controller of our hospital I 
came up against the Patients’ Relatives Officer and a brick wall. I could 
not find out who had been responsible for employing the Asian 
consultant. 

My wife was then transferred to the Cardiac Ward, where I was told 
by a nurse that she had had a mild heart attack of the lower part of the 
heart, together with Pneumonia. The heart attack would not have been 
too serious on its own, but combined with the Pneumonia it was too 
much for her. She was moved back to the ward where she had been before. 

Two doctors came to visit her, one on each side of the bed. One of 
them auscultated her lung base with his stethoscope and said: “Creps” 
(Crepitations) to the other doctor. These are bubbling sounds indicating 
infection. 

Shortly afterwards, my beloved wife died, having just before that 
been transferred to another ward. The cause of death on the certificate 
was stated as ‘Myocardial Infarction’, in other words a heart attack. 
There was no mention of the Pneumonia. 

My wife had been on a dosage of treatment called ‘Temazipan’ (an 
anti-depressant) for some years following two suicide attempts due to 
her grief at becoming blind. On Sunday, the 13th May 2001, it was 
announced on a programme on BBC Radio Four that such a dosage was 
now considered excessive and could lead to confusion. But remember 
that the Asian consultant and the “three independent consultants” had all 
agreed that my wife was not confused but was quite certain that she did 
not want to come home. Their solution? Solitary imprisonment away 
from her husband and family in a nursing home. 


claiming that the ‘stress’ of his job forced him to 
go on sick leave and then to resign. 
* * * 


INCLUDED among the four finalists on the 
short list for this year’s Turner Prize is a 
31-year- old man who squashes gobs of Blu- 
Tack onto pieces of paper and the maker of a 
video about ‘gay’ cowboys. 


* * * 


A RUNCORN (Cheshire) man, Anthony Jack- 
son, is facing a compensation bill that could run 
to £45,000 as a result of a woman tripping over 
an uneven flagstone when walking up his drive 
delivering unsolicited junk mail. The woman, 
Mrs. Vivian Grave, has won her action against 
Mr. Jackson, and the only matter yet to be 
decided is the size of the award. Mrs. Grave is 
demanding £27,000 for injury and loss of 
earnings as well as £18,000 in legal costs. If she 
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gets the full sum, Mr. Jackson, whose insurers 
have wriggled out of the case, may have to sell 
his home to pay. 

* * * 


NORWICH City Council has ruled that a row of 
horse chestnut trees in leafy Bluebell Road must 
be felled. The reason? The conkers falling from 
the trees might hit passers by on the head or, 
alternatively, frighten motorists. 
Woe ges 
A BOY has been expelled from a primary 
school in Cardiff for allegedly attacking a 
member of the staff. The culprit is aged five. 
a ae: 


THE Assistant Chief Constable of Warwickshire 
has received £191,000 in compensation after 


MEANWHILE a policeman in the Grampian 
region of Scotland has been awarded £108,000 
damages after he claimed having suffered from 
trauma when he hurt his wrist when on a course 
on the use of handcuffs. 

* * * 


ISLE OF WIGHT police caught 200 motor- 

ists speeding in a 20 mph zone — only to find 

that the council had not made the limit legal. 
* * * 


ONE of the best-ever British war films, The 
Dam Busters, has come under the censor’s knife. 
What was wrong with it? Wing Commander 
Guy Gibson, the hero played by Richard Todd, 
had a devoted dog in the film called — well, er... 
Nigger. Need any more be said? 


A young girl’s experience 


of economic persecution 


WRITER Helen Forrester’s works, though 
much praised by discerning critics, are best 
known and most read in Liverpool and 
Merseyside. Her chef-d’oeuvre is the 
autobiographical tetralogy set in Liverpool 
during the depression and early years of 
World War Il: Twopence to Cross the 
Mersey, Liverpool Miss, By the Waters of 
Liverpool and Lime Street at Two. 

Helen Forrester came from an initially 
prosperous background, with a public 
school-educated businessman father, who 
became bankrupt just after the Wall Street 
Crash. What really toppled the family over 
the edge into penury was the fact that 
there were seven Forrester children; large 
families were out of fashion. 

Helen’s father was unable to find any 
work in Depression Liverpool; as his coat 
became more tattered, the ex-public 
schoolboy feared arrest for vagrancy, and 
generally only ventured out very early on 
Sunday mornings. An old warehouseman 
joked with him: “If you can live long 
enough, there just might be a job for you 
one morning.” Nor did Helen’s mother fare 
any better; applying to become a maid, she 
was told that her educated accent made 
potential employers very uneasy. 

No Swiss bank accounts or Old Master 
paintings in the hallway for the Forresters! 
Judging by the standards applied else- 
where in the years since, many British 
people during the 1930s were victims of 
‘persecution’. This economic persecution 
was to be senselessly inflicted for years on 
end by a disgusting financial system and its 
compliant governmental apparatus. 

As Miss Forrester comments: “Father 
began to realise that unless help came the 
younger children would probably die from 
the first germ that infected them. The death 
rate in Liverpool at that time was one of the 
highest in the country, and the infant 
mortality rate was correspondingly horrify- 
ing.” What kind of a country had 
we become then, when a hungry 
young girl had to gaze longingly at 
a penny cheese roll? 

A truly malodorous milieu, when 
the noble fell by the wayside while 
the malic- ious bureaucrats and 
cringing conformists prospered. 
The same types are with us again 
today - in the legions of media 
twisters and government-hired 
fakers of statistics, all earnestly 
engaged in watching their own 
backs as they busily polish the 
handrails of the 7/tanic. 

The experience of reading the 
books is deepened if one has a 
little knowledge of secret history. 
Other readers may see a family’s 
desperate struggle in unfortunate 


circumstances, but |, with A.K. Chesterton, 
see the Great Depression as “a wickedness 
deliberately plotted by the lending houses 
of the United States and Europe.” 

And what prime, loathsome wickedness 


IAN BUCKLEY 


looks at the novels 
of Helen Forrester 


it was:.“Several of the children,” Helen 
wrote, “had sores which took a long time 
to heal. These were sometimes caused by 
normal cuts and abrasions, going septic; 
and sometimes from their scratching at 
their vermin-ridden bodies. We nearly all 
suffered from toothache from time to time, 
and mother’s teeth began to loosen. Brian 
suffered torture from gumboils.” 


WAR A RELIEF 


Ironically, the outbreak of the Second 
World War came as a great relief to the 
Forrester family and, as Helen says: “By 
1940, however, we had begun to climb out 
of the pit into which we had fallen, though 
we were still very poor.” 

However, Helen’s sole leisure activity of 
writing to a German pen-friend got her into 
trouble during the ludicrously jittery summer 
of 1940. She was questioned over this in 
Liverpool by two plain-clothes men, prob- 
ably from British Intelligence — using both 
words in the loosest possible context:- 


“| had been put in touch with Ursel when | 
had replied to a letter in the Sunday 
Observer, which Father had once bought. 
The letter offered to put children in touch 
with pen-friends in Germany. | had asked 
for a girl-friend. The detective told me that 
my letter of so many years ago had been 


The hungry Thirties: a scene from Hunter Street, Liverpool 


found by the police in the file of the man 

who wrote the letter to the Observer, a 

known Fascist.” 

Sadly, since Twopence to Cross The 
Mersey was published in 1974, Liverpool 
has lurched backwards towards the condit- 
ions described so ably and movingly in the 
book. Today, we too may gaze across the 
Mersey at the empty Cammell Laird ship- 
yard, just as the young Helen did. The city 
seems to have shrunk away, to have become 
tattered, torn and tired, an emaciated giant 
in a country that has lost its way. 


TRE CARAVAN MOVES ON 


To use the contemptuous words of the 
Bank of England Governor and high-ranking 
Freemason Montagu Norman, who 
embarked on a giant bank-rebuilding project 
during the depths of the Depression: “The 
dogs bark, but the caravan moves on.” 
Surely in that short but telling phrase we 
have some evidence of a continuing pre- 
ordained plan: a New World Order, in other 
words. 

Readers will realise that | have a certain 
interest in conspiratorial theorising, but | 
would always emphasise that the respons- 
ibility for our predicament lies in our own 
hands. 

Today, of course, poverty has been 
‘modernised’ and disguised by statistics. If 
a report from the former industrial areas 
manages to get on the national news, it is 
generally presented at the speed-reading 
championship pace otherwise reserved for 
news of Israeli tank shells raining down on 
tents in the Gaza camps. 

The era of prosperity officially associated 
with the names of Keynes and Beveridge, 
but which in reality had more to do with the 
modernising forces unleashed by World 
War Il, only lasted around thirty years. All 
of the economic ideas that were useless 
and obsolete even before 1920 are now 
once again the unchallenged ortho- 
doxy. 

Finance is king, and the dog has 
well and truly returned to its vomit. 
We should all know that insecurity 
is everywhere, and in a privatised 
and harsh world, any prosperous 
person can tread the path prev- 
iously unwillingly followed by the 
Forresters of Liverpool. An Oxford 
graduate may finish up in a card- 
board box in the Strand — perhaps, 
all told, a better fate than to be a 
posterios-licking New Labour 
parliament- arian. It is just as well, 
then, that we are beginning to 
witness the first seismic shudders 
that will eventually cast the 
present power élite away into the 
abyss. 
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Oldham on fire: On left, mob of young Asians, looking for trouble, head for riot scene. On right, police vehicle set ablaze by the mob. 


IT WAS a night of pure terror. This was the experience of the people of Oldham 
on May 27th., when hordes of young Asians rampaged through the town in an 
orgy of rioting, attacking a pub and shops, burning cars and fighting pitched 
battles with the police. The 


area had known nothing 
quite like it — though what 
happened did not come 
entirely as a surprise. 


There had been ongoing race war between Asians and Whites for some time, 
and shortly before these two horrific nights Walter Chamberlain, a 76-year-old 
war veteran, had been viciously attacked by a mob of young Asians as he 
walked home one evening, sustaining appalling facial injuries. 


a window on her premises, broken in several places, after the rioting. 
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It was all supposed to have started with 
an argument between a white and an 
Asian youngster outside a chip shop, but it 
soon escalated.. Soon families became 
involved, and the next thing was that more 
youngsters, white and Asian, reached the 
scene — par for the course in Oldham, but 
this incident then got out of hand. 

In no time, with members of the Asian 
community getting busy with their mobile 

‘phones, some 500 Asian youths had taken 
over the nearby area and were attacking 
everything and everyone in sight. When 
police arrived, they were met by a hurri- 
cane of missiles. One local pub, ironically 
named the ‘Live and Let Live’, was 
besieged by an Asian mob with the mainly 
white customers, terrified, being herded 
into a back room while the attackers kept 
up a barrage of bricks and bottles outside. 

Things were pretty bad again the next 
night — except that this time the police, 
with reinforcements from outside areas, 
were better prepared. 

With typical dishonesty, the politicians 
and media have tried to put the blame for 
the mayhem in Oldham on so-called 
‘extreme right-wing’ groups, mainly the 
British National Party. The truth is that 
the real responsibility lies with those 
politicians who have imposed the disas- 
trous multi-racial experiment on Britain. 


CELEBRATING 


Mayhem in North of England further ni 


ii ee > 


S DIVERSITY! 


ail in coffin of multi-racial experiment 


HARDLY had the embers settled from the appalling riots in 
Oldham in late May than a fresh outbreak of street violence 
occurred in the Harehills district of Leeds on the night of June 
Sth. The trouble is believed to have been sparked off by the 


arrest of an Asian 
» motorist who had 
been seen driving 

danger- ously 

and who turned 


aggressive and required some vigorous police handling to 
restrain him. In a very short time hundreds of Asian youths had 
gathered in the area and piled up furniture in a steet and set it 
alight. A car was then pushed onto the ensuing fire and a nearby 
shop attacked. 

Riot police were duly sent to the scene and the area was 
sealed off. The police were attacked by the youths hurling bricks 
and stones, later supplemented by bottles and plastic crates. 
Then more cars were set alight. 

The owner of a second-hand goods shop said: “It’s been a 
night- mare. I just got here and the shop was on fire and I had to 
put it out myself. A car was on fire... I think it’s the youths; they 
just want an excuse to cause chaos. What about us? We’re just 


trying to earn a living.” ri rr — : - my : 
: . a sight once rarely seen in Britain, now commonplace: riot 
As usual, sie Asians later blamed the P olice for the dis police make for the scene of the trouble. The one on the right 


orders, and hundreds of them later besieged a local police station. _ looks as if he could be one of the country’s ‘ethnic’ cops. 


Back to a white Britain! 


Immigration and multi-racialism 
have failed. For years we’ve been 
saying it and the violence in our 
towns and cities has underlined it. It’s 
time to admit the failure and put an 
end to the experiment. 

This means stopping further non- 

: white immigration and organising a 
programme of humane repatriation of 
| the immigrants now here -— plus their 


) descendants. . ; a — 
This isn’t a matter of ‘hatred’, as Night of terror: Blazing street scene from the Harehills district of Leeds on June 5th/6th 


- our opponents allege; it’s just a matter Lisconlo prcabhlet sete alt ae after bed oud a 


of common sense. In fact, more and es 
more people among the ethnic 
communities are coming to agree with 
us. Together, we and they can work 
for this sensible solution — if only the 
Commission for Racial Equality and all 
the other fanatical ‘anti-racists’ would 
stand aside and let us clear up the 
mess they’ve created. 

This is the policy that has won the 
British National Party so much support 
recently. It’s the only one that will 
work! 


+ 
Ret 
é é 
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Patriot gets it wrong — again 


IN the latest issue of his magazine Patriot, 
Tony Lecomber has authored a strange 
polemic against John Tyndall dressed up as 
a ‘history’ of the British National Party. 
Although the long article (it runs to no less 
than 10 pages preceded by a leading article 
touching on the same theme) scarcely 
mentions the BNP’s first leader by name - 
except once or twice to damn him with faint 
praise - the real meaning of this article is 
evident from the magazine’s personally 
malicious unsigned leader. Whilst freq- 
uently interesting, vivid and exciting in its 
descriptions of the BNP’s travails over the 
past two decades, Tony’s effusion is marred 
by a persistent tendentious inconsistency, 
illogic and manipulation of the facts to fit its 
anti-Tyndall thesis. It is sad to think that the 
apparently obsessive personal hostility 
towards Mr. Tyndall which this article 
reveals should thus have reached a point at 
which it has started seriously to damage 
Tony’s judgement of important questions 
germane to the collective memory of our 
movement, and hence to its future develop- 
ment. 

Appropriately titled “The British National 
Party - Forged in Fire’, the article is subtitled 
‘A story of transition and struggle in adver- 
sity’. Its main theme is the alleged ‘wrongness’ 
of the party’s methods in pursuing this struggle 
throughout John Tyndall’s tenure of the leader- 
ship. In particular, it is ‘down’ on the physic- 
ally confrontational character of the BNP’s 
earlier phase, as opposed to the more ‘polit- 
ical’ one of more recent times. The first phase 
is simply, and crudely, ientified with John 
Tyndall’s leadership, the second with the 
successor régime that came after him. 


AMBIGUITY 


In fact, a certain ambiguity on this question 
is maintained throughout the article. One can 
never quite tell whether Tony is saying that a 
strategy involving confrontation with the 
party’s left-wing opponents has been wrong 
throughout the party’s entire history, or only 
latterly, when the aim of gaining support from 
a broader public outside the strict limits of the 
nationalist movement and its hard-core adher- 
ents (what has been called the ‘nationalist 
ghetto’) has taken priority. Perhaps Tony is 
saying that the BNP should not have continued 
with such an approach beyond a certain point. 
If so, he does not state when the cut-off date 
should have been. Perhaps he is being deliber- 
ately vague so as to give himself the maximum 
number of options, spanning the whole of the 
party’s history, in magnifying the charges he 
wants to bring against John Tyndall in the 
minds of his readers. 

In fact, it is not at all difficult to justify the 
use of tactics which (sometimes) resulted in 
physical confronation with the BNP’s red 
opponents in the early phases of the party’s 
existence — and that on Tony Lecomber’s own 
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showing. In his article he acknowledges the 
difficulty of the circumstances in which the 
BNP was born: the fragmentation of the 
nationalist movement and the contest for 


JOHN MORSE 
dissects a highly 


slanted ‘history’ 
of the BNP 


supremacy with the National Front - which, 
although in its death throes, as the more astute 
and insightful nationalists realised in the early 
1980s - was refusing to lie down. Tony is 
generous and truthful enough to concede that 
John Tyndall provided the only substantial 
rallying point for those who, at that time, 
wanted a future for the nationalist cause — this 
obviously being the reason why he (Lecomber) 
chose to follow him in splitting from the then 
Front leadership. 

Meanwhile, as Tony further recalls, Mrs. 
Thatcher and her Tory Government were able 
to consolidate their post-1979 grip on the 
patriotically minded sections of the British 
electorate with the Falklands War of 1982. 
Nationalism was thus doubly snookered: as 
well as being internally divided, it was politic- 
ally and socially marginalised. Votes and 
recruits from the general public had both alike 


A BNP election rally in Leicester in the 1980s, which a left-wing mob tried to break up. 


evaporated. 

Clearly, before anything whatever could be 
done to address the second of these conditions 
(marginalisation), the first (internal division) 
had to be overcome. To do this, the British 
National Party from 1982 (the ‘New National 
Front’ previous to that time) had to draw into 
its ranks all those with energy, courage and, of 
course, ability currently belonging to its rival 
organisations (meaning, overwhelmingly, the 
NF, the largest of them), thereby causing these 
to collapse. 

The principal means of accomplishing this 
was indeed the high-profile public meeting or 
demonstration, frequently involving the kind 
of vigorous self-defence against aggressive 
left-wing opponents so graphically described 
by Tony Lecomber in his article. Very freq- 
uently too, as he makes plain, such meetings 
would be part and parcel of election cam- 
paigns. Publicity would usually result - always 
locally, sometimes nationally —- with the media 
reporting such events at a time when otherwise 
their rule would be to give nationalists the 
‘silent treatment’. The British National Party 
thus gave notice that there were still plenty of 
kicks in the movement the establishment 
wanted the British people to regard as a corpse; 
and in this manner we defended the rights of 
nationalists to free speech and assembly in no 
uncertain way when otherwise we would have 
been a doormat on which all our enemies could 
wipe their feet with impunity. 

In thus upholding, not only the honour of 
the nationalist cause, but its very existence, the 
BNP far outclassed the NF; and Tony, in his 


so... 4 


Note the individual in the foreground getting ready to throw a chair. These disturbances 
were not irregular features of party meetings, but they were always started by the party’s 
opponents, never BNP members themselves. 


article, acknowledges a “steady 
drip-drip of NF activists into the 
BNP.” When the NF finally split 
into two factions in 1986, as 
Tony kindly reminds us, a 
“major consequence” was that 
its Tower Hamlets activists 
joined the BNP. 

Where Tony chooses to relate 
a story he thinks relevant to his 
theme he should, in the interests 
of honesty and accuracy, relate 
the whole story, not just a 
selected part of it. Curiously 
absent from his reference to the 
NF split is the fact that one of the 
two main participants in it was - 
Nick Griffin, and that through- 
out the period of the 1980s in 
which the BNP was establishing 
its primacy within the nationalist 
movement Nick remained out- 
side it and was found, at times, 
attacking it. Of course, we all 
make mistakes! But since this 
article dwells heavily on the 
‘mistakes’ —- whether real or just 
perceived - of John Tyndall, it seems only 
right that the mistakes of others should be 
acknowledged. By ignoring these, Tony 
greatly weakens his case. 


FROM STRENGTH 
TO STRENGTH 


From around the time of the break-up of the 
National Front, the BNP went from strength to 
strength. Tony, in fact, shows us in his article 
how its apparatus grew and expanded, with 
more and more new branches forming from 
1986 onwards, and how, in his words, “as 
1987 passed into 1988 it became evident that 
the BNP was ‘mopping up’ disaffected 
members from rival parties, and recruitment 
generally started to increase. The BNP had at 
long last become the biggest nationalist party 
in the UK.” 

This, you might think, is the moment for all 
of us to raise a resounding three cheers. After 
all, at this point in the story, the cause has been 
largely united, the sweat and tears of the 
previous seven or eight years have come to 
fruition, and the strategy of the BNP has been 
vindicated. A happy ending at last. Hurrah! 

But no, not a bit of it! Instead, Tony now 
launches himself down a bizarre and tortuous 
road into depressive negativity - the more 
bizarre, as we shall see, because it is as much 
at variance with the recorded views of the 
present party chairman, Nick Griffin (whom 
he praises as representing the ‘modern’ 
nationalist wave of the future) as it is with 
those of John Tyndall, whom he attacks as the 
representative of an allegedly ‘failed’ past. 

Wringing his hands, Tony laments the left- 
wing disorder attending the BNP’s public 
activities, guarded as these were by the party’s 
large cadre of “fit young men... willing to fight 
for its democratic rights.” The then leadership 
(of which, incidentally, Tony was a very 
prominent member) is firmly consigned to the 
doghouse for calling such activities knowing 


what the ‘pavlovian reaction’ of the left would 
be - because, you see, the ensuing trouble 
would only attract thrill- seekers whilst “ alien- 
ating the public.” 

In a moment we will take a good hard look 
at Tony’s somewhat outre reasoning in all this. 
Suffice it to say first that during all the years of 
the BNP’s struggles, from the 1982 march and 
rally at which it was unveiled to Derek 
Beackon’s 1993 election victory in Millwall, if 
he (Tony) thought there was anything funda- 
mentally wrong with the party’s methods, he 
was extraordinary silent about it, and if in the 
earlier stages he knew of a better strategy for 
unifying the nationalist cause he certainly kept 
it to himself! Indeed, as one is sure he would be 
the first to admit, Tony was right at the cutting 
edge of any ‘confronation’ going, if not 
actively inciting it. The truth is that confront- 
ation was (and perhaps still is) the situation for 
which Tony’s aggressive courage and drive 
(sometimes misdirected, as they have been) 
have always naturally fitted him. From time to 
time, he has pursued this confrontation with a 
misguided, not to say wilful, zeal which has 
cost him, and others, dear. On more than one 
such occasion it has only been the indulgence 
of John Tyndall in pardoning his excesses, and 
giving him another chance, which has saved 
him a place in the BNP when others would 
have favoured his being cast out. Perhaps it is 
this very confrontationalism, which he now 
exhorts himself and others not to bring into the 
BNP’s external politics, which in some way 
impels his single-minded hostility towards his 
former benefactor and protector, now that it 
has no better target. Occasionally, too, in the 
aggression of this attack Tony’s powers of 
coherent reasoning seem to become unhinged. 


BREAKING OUT OF THE GHETTO 

Tony is right that a change started to come 
over the BNP’s situation around 1990. This 
was indeed the moment to break out of the 
nationalist ghetto with ever-expanding agitat- 


ion among the general public, 
including much increased elect- 
ioneering. In fact, of course, 
whatever he might want some 
of Patriot’s readers to believe, 
these lines of activity had 
always been followed from that 
time onwards, with John 
Tyndall’s urgent backing and 
encouragement. Now that there 
was much more prospect than 
ever before of the party’s 
cutting a _ serious political 
figure, the BNP leader ever 
more strongly exhorted it to 
greater efforts in this direction. 
For example, from 1987 to 
1993, JT warmly promoted, 
encouraged and welcomed the 
series of campaigns in 
London’s East End leading up 
to the Isle of Dogs success. 
With his attitude of benign non- 
interference with intelligent 
local initiative, John Tyndall 
gave Eddy Butler, the able and 
imaginative Tower Hamlets 
organiser gained from the National Front, his 
head throughout that time. 

It is at this stage that Tony’s narrative lapses 
into blatant, insuperable and grotesque self- 
contradiction. Having been told what a no-no 
high-profile marches, rallies and demonstrat- 
ions were from the standpoint of winning over 
the British public, all of a sudden, in an aston- 
ishing volte face that seems to come from 
nowhere, we are regaled with praises of high- 
profile marches, rallies and demonstrations on 
the theme of ‘Rights for Whites’ staged in the 
East End of London in 1990 (attended by much 
left-wing violence) - precisely because they 
were so important in winning over the British 
public! Here it is in black and white, courtesy 
of Mr. A. Lecomber in Patriot magazine:- 


“These marches established the BNP locally 
as the spokesmen and defenders of the white 
community which was politically reinforced 
in the public mind as they coincided with 
both the full set of council elections in May 
and several council by-elections held that 
year.” 


A scene from one of the well-supported ‘Rights for Whites’ demon- 
strations in London’s East End, partaken in by young and not-so-young 
alike. Mr. Lecomber acknowledges how these helped build up support 
in the area for the BNP’s election campaigns, but the next moment is 
condemning demonstrations! 


It’s hard to tell quite whether Tony is 
hoping his readers won’t notice he’s trying to 
have his cake and eat it as well, or whether he’s 
just lost the plot! Maybe his excitement as he 
writes has got the better of him to the point that 
he really can’t think straight any more. He 
certainly gives thrilling accounts of the BNP’s 
Dewsbury and Darlington rallies of 1989, 
featuring victorious street clashes with red 


‘opponents. This is followed by a description in 


the same vein of the celebrated Bermondsey 
demonstration of August 1991. 

Gloatingly, Tony records the discomfiture 
of the Left over the latter following the rout of 
their ‘anti-racist’ march , which was literally 
run out of the area by a mass turn-out of BNP 
supporters and local residents joining them 
from the neighbouring housing estates. The 
whole thing reads almost like a recruiting 
advert for the ‘thrill-seekers’ he professes to 

Contd. overleaf 


Page 17 


PATRIOT GETS IT 


WRONG - AGAIN 
(Contd. from prev. page) 


despise. In loving detail, Red Action are 
gleefully quoted moping over their defeat, and 
black agitator Lee Jasper whining over how he 
and his friends were “lucky to get out of 
Bermondsey alive” - according to Tony, “the 
most amusing commentary” by the opposition 
on their debacle. Anybody reading this could 
be forgiven for wondering whether the 
respectable, door-knocking, democratic Mr. 
Nice Guy which he now wishes to be seen as is 
just a veneer, and whether this isn’t the real 
Tony Lecomber standing up! Like a man 
scenting forbidden fruit, he hardly seems able 
to resist temptation. 

But at last, just as it seems that his word- 
processor is on the point of catching fire in the 
heat of composition, Tony pulls himself 
together. In a rather forcedly straight-laced, 
anti-climactic summary on the proceedings of 
that day in Bermondsey, with a sign of purit- 
annical self-denial he lamely tut-tuts that while 
all this “may have been exciting... the fact is 
that the day had nothing to do with real polit- 
ica.” 

Here one really must beg to differ. Anyone, 
including the present writer, who, subsequent 
to this event, attended the regular Saturday 
morning street sales of the party’s then news- 
paper British Nationalist in Bermondsey’s 
main market place will recollect how, between 
late 1991 and the general election in the Spring 
of 1992, not only did local people buy the 
paper in massive numbers but they also filled 
the party’s collection bucket with donations. 
There was substantial local sympathy for the 
BNP as a direct result of the 1991 “Summer 
Spectacular’ in the area. If the resources of the 
BNP in London had not been as stretched as 
they were at the 1992 election, and if it had 
been possible to canvass the Southwark & 
Bermondsey constituency (where there was a 
party: candidate) in the same depth as in later 
local elections in the East End, there cannot be 
the slightest doubt that a very respectable vote 
would have been obtained. As it was, the BNP 
vote in the area was slightly above the national 
average for the party. 


BEMUSING LOGIC 


At all events, one is once again left bemused 
by Tony’s logic. If the ‘Rights for Whites’ 
march of 1990 in the East End in fact helped to 
generate electoral support there, as he has 
suggested, then why could the Bermondsey 
event of 1991, in a sociologically identical 
white working class area, not have done the 
same? One is hard put to it to see why a type of 
activity that was ‘real politics’ in the one area 
should not have been ‘real politics’ in the 
other. It is notable that in both demonstrations 
many ordinary members of the public joined in 
with the BNP. 

Now firmly back in hair-shirt mode, Tony 
reinforces the depressing downer he has 
administered to his readers with an equally 
depressing homily about “BNP failure” which 
is just as much at odds with the facts. The early 
1990s were not, as he suggested, a time 
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when the party “erected a barrier to ordinary 
people.” On the contrary, they were a time of 
uninterrupted growth, not only in the strength 
of the party’s cadres, but in the understanding 
and sympathy of the public whose votes it 
needed to win. 

The political tactics now taken up and used 
ina consistent and methodical way under the 
capable direction of Eddy Butler in the East 
End were not an unprecedented innovation that 
had never been heard of in the BNP; for many 
years the idea of “getting on the doorsteps,” 
whether directly for electioneering purposes or 
(more often) for building up local paper-sales 
rounds, had been promoted, especailly by 
National Organiser Richard Edmonds. It was 
Eddy Butler who saw how naturally such a 
tactic could fit local election campaigns in his 
area; but, far from being a ‘glimmer of light’ 
against a background of gloom, the intensive 
canvassing undertaken in the East End was 
only a local tactical extension built on the 
foundations of ealier campaigns. ‘Rights for 
Whites’ made us known, as Tony has 
admitted. Doorstep canvassing turned this 
knowledge into the electoral support which 
eventually put Derek Beackon in the council 
chamber. 


TYNDALL DIRECTIVES 


In May 1993 John Tyndall sent out a special 
directive to party organisers stressing the need 
for change towards a more election-oriented 
approach - though this was far from being the 
first time he had uttered this message. With 
public awareness of the BNP now established, 
high-profile public activities of the kind 
engaged in in the 1980s should no longer have 
their former priority. Instead, the party should 
now concentrate on becoming “more efficient, 
more professional, more disciplined and more 
polished in every aspect of its operations.” In 
its public face it should “look as if it is run by 
people capable, at least potentially, of one day 
running the country.” 

Reaffirming this line in Spearhead of 
January 1994, by which time Millwall had 
been won, Mr. Tyndall was able to state that 
the political momentum of the party would 
now of itself tend to generate the publicity that 
was needed, and that “political progress... is 
going to come through continued success in the 
electoral field.” A much more “efficient and 
professional type of party activist” would be 
needed. “Activists unable to make this trans- 
ition,” he said, and still struck in a ‘street- 
gang’ mentality, would have to go elsewhere 
than the BNP, which was now to become “a 
serious political party.” ; 

In that year JT himself set an example by 
standing as BNP parliamentary candidate in a 
by-election in Dagenham, polling some 7 per 
cent of the vote — the best nationalist result in a 
parliamentary election for at least a decade and 
a half - and in the process saving his deposit. If 
he was as strategically purblind as Tony 
Lecomber wants his readers to believe, it is 
hard to see why the then party leader should 
have chosen to fight the contest as he did. As 
Tony well knows, since he was agent in this 
election, the campaign involved extensive 


leafleting leafleting and doorstep canvassing 
across the constituency and little else. 
Throughout, John Tyndall trod the streets 
shoulder-to-shoulder with Tony and the rest of 
the activist team, and personally knocked on 
doors and canvassed voters along with the best. 

Strangely again, Tony’s article contains not 
a single mention of this historic election cam- 
paign — even though he himself was perhaps its 
main architect and organiser. Why? 


Dagenham 1994: John Tyndall speaks at the 
end of the election count, thanking his 
helpers. Contrary to what has been claimed, 
the ‘modernisation’ process in the BNP had 
been well under way for some time before 
this. The result was the best that had been 
achieved by a nationalist candidate in a 
parliamentary election for a decade and a 
half. 


There can be no doubt that the shift in strat- 
egic emphasis within the party was sometimes 
slower to take hold among some sections of its 
membership than we would have liked. But 
this was not due to any resistance on the part of 
the leadership to such necessary change; partly 
it was caused by factors which Tony identifies 
(for example, the demoralising drag on 
progress caused by Combat 18’s agitation), but 
mostly it was due to the inherent difficulty of 
bringing about a serious change of internal 
culture which any long-established organis- 
ation is likely to face. The BNP has been no 
exception. 

As Nick Griffin commented in Spearhead 
(February 1997): “Drastic change... could not 
be adopted overnight without losing a catas- 
trophic proportion of the members who are 
used to doing things the old way.” Speaking 
from personal experience, Nick then wrote of 
“the damage which can occur when a small 
group who have ‘seen the light’ set out to 
impose their way of doing things on an organ- 
isation of volunteers.” Exactly so. John 
Tyndall, as leader, had to proceed cautiously 
in ‘modernising’ the party’s strategies, and 
this was why. 


MODERNISATION 
WELL UNDER WAY 

At the very time when Patriot first appeared 
(January 1977), the ‘modernisation’ which 
Tony claims it alone ever promoted was in 
truth well under way. At exactly the same 


moment, John Tyndall, in the issue of 
Spearhead for the same month, was in fact 
summarising progress in this direction and 
exhorting people to more of the same. Comm- 
enting once again on the necessary transition 
from “an agitational group into a serious 
party,” he spoke of how the “pitch and tone of 
our publicity and propaganda” had changed to 
take account of “a new and greatly expanded 
audience;” and how, now more than ever, “we 
have to take stringent steps to avoid idiot 
behaviour” which could cause embarrassment. 
Those attracted to the party solely because they 
regarded it as providing an opportunity for 
brawling were to be rigorously excluded. 
Meanwhile, in the same article he welcomed 
the “intelligent, talented and serious” recruits 
with middle management talents who had come 
into the party. In all, he was able to deliver an 
impressive report of progress of precisely the 
sort which should have kept Tony happy. 

None of this supports any of the contentions 
in Patriot’s leading article that in the mid- 
1990s the party was “without direction;” that 
John Tyndall, as leader, was “set against the 
idea of a modern nationalism as exemplified on 
the continent;” that the BNP was set to “drift 
back to marches and demos” or that the able 
were somehow made to feel unwelcome under 
John Tyndall’s leadership. 

Reverting to Tony’s rubbishing of the 
BNP’s past (and with it his own, in view of his 
enthusiastic involvement in it), he teeters peril- 
ously on the brink of self-caricature in the 
extremes to which he goes. Still in self-flagell- 
atory mood, he seems comprehensively to be 
damning anything the party has ever done 
which has had confrontational effects, excor- 
iating all such activity as just so many “stupid- 
ities.” Having himself, as we have seen, pro- 
duced much evidence to the contrary, he still 
thunders that “the confrontational strategy that 
the party had been pursuing for years proved a 
total failure. Worse still, not only did it fail to 
work, it set the party back years.” 


REBUTTAL 


His position here is interesting because, as 
noted above, it is at odds not only with that of 
John Tyndall but also of Nick Griffin. Perhaps 
we may give the latter the ‘casting vote’, so to 
speak, in the controversy which Tony has 
chosen to revive in the latest Patriot. 

As Nick wrote in Spearhead (February 
1997), endorsing John Tyndall’s above-quoted 
January article on the problems and achieve- 
ments of transition in the BNP:- 


“The 1980s tactics of confrontation and 
provocation... were necessary to establish 
the party name and to recruit a sufficiently 
large hard core to be in a position to take up 
more in-depth political work... Not only did 
[they] serve to establish the BNP as the 
successor to the National Front in the minds 
of East Enders, but it was during the 
‘confrontational’ period of the party’s 
growth in London that it recruited some of 
the key figures in the Isle of Dogs ‘exper- 
iment’.” 
Nick — and mark these words carefully - 
also paid tribute to John Tyndall’s credentials 
as a ‘moderniser’, thus:- 


“John Tyndall’s article in last month’s 
Spearhead explicitly recognised that the 
confrontational phase of the BNP’s growth 

is giving way to a period where we must 

appeal to a far wider constituency.” 

In Spearhead of March 1997, Nick was far 
removed from the Lecomber line. Praising the 
French Front National’s protective squads of 
“young men who stop [the FN’s] polite and 
reasonable spokesmen from getting their heads 
kicked in by Marxist and Zionist thugs,” he 
went on to say:- 

“It is certainly true that our own ‘lads in 

boots’ are nothing like as disciplined as the 

Service d’Ordre, but they are none the less 

necessary. If a lack of discipline sometimes 

causes problems, the solution is to provide 

it, not to tell them to go away.” 


Finally, he added that “the successes of 
‘Euro-nationalism’ ” were not based on any 
“policy of avoiding confrontation at all costs.” 
‘Provocative’ election meetings, and cam- 
paigns “accompanied by a considerable degree 
of violence” remained an integral part of FN 
strategy, even when it was winning far larger 
votes than the BNP of today.” 

“Confrontation,” said Nick (Spearhead, 
November 1996), “does still have a vital role 
to play in building comradeship between 
nationalists, and respect for our movement 
among the general public.” He then praised 
“the defeat of the red/immigrant march on 
Southwark [Bermondsey, 1991, see above] 
and the East End Rights for Whites campaign” 
as valuable early experiments in dealing with 
an increasingly fraught state of conflict 
between white and immigrant inner-city 
communities. 


OUT ON A LIMB 


These are all views which, to this writer’s 
knowledge, Nick has never renounced. On 
such a showing, Tony’s current position is at 
least as far from that of his new leader as it is 
from that of his old one. In fact, John Tyndall 
and Nick Griffin, with their arguments for a 
balance between ‘modernisation’, in Tony’s 
sense, and ‘old BNP’ methods, are, prima 
facie, closer to each other than to him. He 
would seem to be rather out on a limb! 

Strangely perhaps, in view of his generally 
hostile attitude to John Tyndall and all his 
works, Tony pitches on the 1997 general 
election and the 1999 European election as two 
key strategic moves pushing the British 
National Party forward in the late 1990s. In the 
first, as Tony records, “the BNP surmounted 
all obstacles, contested 55 seats and got 
2,250,000 leaflets delivered by the post office 
in the process.” Moreover, he adds, “the 
party’s TV party political broadcast proved to 
be the best small-party broadcast of the cam- 
paign.” With something less than complete 
honesty, Tony neglects to mention that these 
two hugely ambitious and successful election 
campaigns were fought under the leadership of 
John Tyndall, and that the broadcast he praises 
was put together under Mr. Tyndall’s personal 
direction and presented on screen by him. 

In the case of the European election, in 
which the BNP contested the full number of 


seats in Englant-and Scotland, Tony des- 
cribes how the authorities deliberately raised 
obstacles to thwart the party’s bid for a TV 
broadcast. Funds now had to be found to put 
up many extra candidates - “a herculean 
effort,” says Tony. In the end, leaflets went 
out to cover over /5 million households, and 
the party still got on TV - “a triumph,” 
comments Tony. Once again, the name of John 
Tyndall is omitted. Yet in this case too the then 
party leader’s role was enormous in terms both 
of overall direction and input into particular 
functions, one example being once again the 
TV broadcast. Without Mr. Tyndall’s efficient 
co-ordination of the campaign, the whole 
exercise would have miscarried. In this case, 
as in that of the general election two years 
previously, it should be remembered that he 
was the “man at the top,” ultimately bearing 
the burden of responsibility for the decision to 
go ahead, and thence for success or failure. 


RISIBLE CLAIM 


One may only say finally of Tony’s current 
Patriot diatribe that it is over the top, below the 
belt and, most of all perhaps, off the wall! 
Tony makes the frankly risible claim that the 
British National Party was only saved from 
“drifting back to the failed tactics of the past” 
by his magazine. According to him, it was 
Patriot that ‘crystallised’ the “pioneering 
strand that developed in East London and led 
to victory in Millwall.” As an afterthought, he 
voices the fear that this might sound like 
trumpet-blowing.” 

It sure does, Tony! 

Tony would have done better to stick with 
his rather more sublime formula that “political 
evolution within the party, like architecture, 
does not begin and end with certain dates. 
Rather, strands appear, grow stronger and fade 
away.” The truth is that the strand leading to 
Millwall, and issuing from it, began under 
John Tyndall’s leadership, and was followed 
out under John Tyndall’s leadership. If John 
Tyndall were leader today, it would still be in 
the process of being pursued. There is nothing 
in the record, truthfully viewed, to indicate 
otherwise. 

This article has been written at greater 
length than the writer originally intended. But 
he does consider historical truth important, 
and the violation of the record in pursuit of 
malicious agendas an offence not to be lightly 
treated nor forgiven. In Tony’s account there 
is much to be forgiven! 

One of the few sensible ideas to come from 
Tony in this issue of Patriot is that of making 
the issue the last one. The poor, wretched 
publication certainly needs putting out of its 
misery. 


EDITOR’S NOTE 


The hostile article appearing in Patriot 
magazine to which this one refers has 
prompted two of our correspondents to write 
strong replies. The foregoing is the first. The 
second will appear next month. 

The Patriot article by Mr. Lecomber was 
not, of course, the first of its kind directed 
against this editor. A previous one in the 
Summer of 2000 may be recalled. 
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REMEMBER the much-publicised ‘listening 
tour’ by William Hague a year or so ago? We 
were told it would enable the Conservative Party 
to engage more convincingly with the general 
public on policies and priorities. It now appears 
that the Tories either did very little listening or 
chose to ignore anything resembling unfashion- 
able opinion, such as that favouring patriotism 
and family values. So they got what they 
thouroughly deserved at the general election. 
And all the media head-shaking and hand- 
wringing about ‘voter apathy’ skirts the glaringly 
obvious fact that most people just don’t know 
what Conservatism is about any more. Since it is 
clearly no longer about conserving the nation’s 
independence, native population, territorial 
integrity, traditional values and place in the 
world, no amount of blather about nurses, 
doctors and teachers can differentiate new-style 
Conservatism from the Labour-LibDem 
coalition. 

In short, Conservatism in politics has become 
a distinction without a difference. Yet even now 
we hear the Tory grandees insisting that the 
Party’s future strategy must be based on all- 
encompassing ‘inclusiveness’ — which is coded 
language for being totally unprincipled in the 
pursuit of power. Well, to adopt an old Amer- 
icanism, if that’s Conservatism, include me out — 
along with most British people if the electoral 
returns mean anything at all. It is therefore utterly 
absurd to expect the likes of Michael Portillo to 
lead the Tory party, let alone the country, out of 
the wilderness. He just symbolises the touchy- 
feely liberalism, multi-racialism and unbridled 
globalism which have undermined Britain’s 
place in the world and now threaten its very 
survival. 

And looming in the background of all the 
post-election nit-picking is the referendum 
question to end all referendum questions, namely 
“Do you want Britain to become several multi- 
racial provinces regulated, policed and taxed by 
un-elected European bureaucrats?” And that 
question addresses the inevitable consequences 
of policies now endorsed by all three main 
political parties at Westminster. 

Politics is merely the process whereby 
factions and personalities contend for the power 
to implement certain policies. In the last resort, 
nobody cares much about party-political labels 
and personality cults so long as the policies 
taking effect are manifestly successful in safe- 
guarding the nation’s best interests at home and 
abroad. So all the media clarnour about party 
in-fighting and personalities is a trivial diversion 
from the central issues of national policy. 

It is therefore of supreme importance to 
identify in the clearest possible terms those 
elements of policy which are indispensably 
linked with preserving the identity, indepen- 
dence, freedom, prosperity and security of the 
British people in their homeland. 

So let us spell it out on every possible 
occasion that national — as distinct from party — 
politics must be seen to ensure:- 


@ that Britain remains a self-governing 
nation-state comprising the United Kingdom 
of England, Scotland, Wales and Northern 
Ireland. 
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NOW THE DUST HAS SETTLED... 


@ that the population in all our towns, cities 
and countryside is always of predominantly 
English, Scottish, Welsh or Irish ancestry. 


@ that all business and economic decisions 
are geared to promoting national prosperity 
and self-sufficiency. 


@ that the two-parent family remains the 
keystone of taxation and social policies. 


A further look at the 
Tories in the 
aftermatth of the 
general election, by 
FRANK KIMBAL 
JOHNSON 


These are interdependent elements of national 
survival which do not allow any pick-and-choose 
attitudes. Accordingly, we can dismiss those 
business tycoons insisting that Britain must cease 
to exist in order that their particular companies 
can prosper! Likewise, we must reject the notion 
that enriching thousands of Third World 
immigrants is compatible with improving the lot 
of the native population of this country; or that 
social stability and justice is compatible with 
downgrading the two-parent family; or that 
dismembering the United Kingdom is compatible 
with national security, prosperity and influence. 
It follows that a vote for any divergence from 
these fundamentals is a wasted vote in the 
context of securing real improvements in the 
state of the nation. Parties and personalities all 
wither on the vine of history, whereas the 
fundamental conditions for national survival are 


BNP Rally Video 


Rally ‘98 is the video recording of the British Nat- 
ional Party’s Annual Rally, taking place on the 29th 
November 1998. After a decision by the BNP not to 
put this film on the market, its production and dis- 
tribution were taken over by Spearhead. 

The rally was possibly the best in the party’s history. 
It was held at a venue in the West Midlands after 
successful attempts had been made by political opp- 
onents, including the Board of Deputies of British 
Jews, to get previous bookings of venues cancelled. 
After many interesting reports by regional and 
departmental representatives, the film features 
speeches by Nick Griffin (then Publicity Director), 
Richard Edmonds (then National Organiser) and 
John Tyndall (then party leader). An especially 


timeless and immutable . 

Anyone with the wit to see over the heads of 
the chattering classes is aware that the entire 
ramshackle world of party politics is disinteg- 
rating in the Internet era. 

The same technology now dissolving censor- 
ship and news filtration by the mass media and 
publishers is also fatally undermining every 
party-political platform and the traditional elect- 
ioneering process. The computerised referendum 
is due to overshadow the palace of Westminster. 
Needless to say, this transition to a much more 
democratic system will be fiercely resisted every 
step of the way by the Westminster 
establishment and all its parasitical appendages. 
They will insist it means the end of civilisation 
as we know it; just like those Vatican clerics 
who so bitterly opposed the translation and mass 
distribution of the Bible to all and sundry. We 
can no more allow the present political hierarchy 
to dictate national policy than we could allow the 
Church to come between the people and their 
God. 

Like any other party, the BNP is a means to a 
political end, so should concentrate all its efforts 
on propagating its defining policies in the 
clearest possible terms. It’s not any more a case 
of vote for this party or that, but vote in support 
of specific and fundamental survival policies. 
This approach cancels out all the corruption and 
inequities of the party-political system and 
concentrates public attention on the crucially 
important issues. We are already witnessing the 
collapse of the archaic and totally discredited 
Tory platform; that the Labour and LibDem 
platforms will follow suit is as certain as any- 
thing can be in today’s world. Meanwhile we 
must let nothing come between the British 
people and awareness of the fundamental 
survival policies. We should ask them to endorse 
these policies, and to Hell with parties and 
personalities! 


RALLY ‘98 


Video recording of the 
British National Party Annual Rally 
November 29th 1998 


Hear:- 

NICK GRIFFIN 
DAVID BRUCE 
RICHARD EDMONDS 
JOHN TYNDALL 
& OTHERS 


Spearhead Recordings, PO Box 117, Welling, Kent DA18 3DW 


touching feature is the hugely successful collection appeal by Dave Bruce, which 
raised a staggering £12,000 for the then all-important Euro Election Fund. Less 
than a month afterwards, Dave was no longer with us, having been tragically 
taken away by an unexpected heart attack. 

See and hear the speakers at this stirring event as if you were there! 

Rally ‘98 is available at £15.87 post-free, with a 30 per cent discount for all 
orders of three or over. Make cheques out to Spearhead Recordings and send to 
PO Box 2471, Hove, E. Sussex BN3 4DT. 


“You Jane... me Lamin” 


Fifty year old Jane Touray of 
Sidmouth, Devon, visited 
Gambia to spot exotic birds. 
She brought back Lamin, a 
guide, twenty years her junior, 
and husband number-two, 
following their tribal wedding. 

Now Sidmouth, as most 
Devonians and tourists know, is 
scarcely noted for its abun- 
dance of rare species. It is 
however, reasonably provided 
for as regards comfortable 
armchairs, tobacconists and 
off-licences; really everything a 
chap needs, especially when 
he’s not spending his own 
money. Sadly, the ‘happy-ever- 
after’ bit lasted just seven 
months, after which Jane 
decided that she had had 
enough. Oh well! Some you 
win, and some... 


Gone to the dogs 


In our mis-spent youth we 
once placed a modest stake on 
a ravenous-looking beast 
named Quick Return, a runner 
out of Trap 5 in the last race. 
This canine genius ran wide, as 
was its habit, and, to our 
immense satisfaction, beat off 
all the opposition to win by half 
a length. When leaving the 
stadium we had a few words 
with a friendly kennel lad who 
remarked that our black furry 
friend had been shut up all day 
and was not supposed to win. 
Well, that was, and maybe still 
is, dog racing and par for the 
course; and certainly, you 
would imagine, light years 
away from the crack of willow 
against leather on an English 
village green. 

Cricket, whether you are daft 
about it or bored to tears by it, 
is heritage in every sense. W.G. 
Grace, Don Bradman, Denis 
Compton and Len Hutton are as 
well remembered as any 
musician, film star, soldier or 


Listen to nationalist radio! 


Send large SAE for broadcast details to:- 
LIFE RUNE BOOKS, BCM Box 6089, 


London WC1N 3XX 
Internet: www.natvan.com & 
www.natall.com 


Read Spearhead on 


the Internet! 


The best articles and news items 
published in Spearhead in recent 


months can now be seen on the 
Spearhead website. You can visit 


this site at:- 


www.spearhead-uk.com 


THE WAY WE 
LIVE NOW 


Some observations on contemporary society 
by JUNIUS 


politician. As we recall it, 
amateurs were known as the 
Gentlemen and professionals as 
the Players. It was all so very 
British and, as a sport, free of 
corruption. That was before 
loathsome, evil creatures saw 
that there was money to be 
made by the debasement of our 
great national game. Maybe we 
cannot, on this occasion, lay all 
the blame on the weak-kneed 
lot that masquerade as a 
government. But we can say, 
justifiably, that the way we live 
now is overdue for a shake up, 
and only the BNP has the guts 
to do it. 


Charity, sweet charity 


Allan Boesak, politician, 
cleric and anti-apartheid cam- 
paign hero, got three years for 
stealing £260,000 from funds 
donated to a charity for disad- 
vantaged children. It seems that 
in his theological studies he had 
misunderstood the old adage: 
“God helps those who help 
themselves.” However, being 
basically a nice chap, he was 
released after serving only a 
year — to the dismay of the 
South African Prisoners’ Organ- 
isation for Human Rights, which 
described his special treatment 
as shameful. On the other hand, 
his pals in the ANC, the ruling 
party, were delighted and 
anxious to find him a niche 
where his skills and talents 
could be usefully employed. 


Always keen to assist, we 
wondered about fund-raising 
but... maybe not! 


Peckham revisited 

John Taylor, father of Damil- 
ola, murdered last November, 
said he felt guilty that he had 
brought his son to an estate 
where drugs and violence were 
rife, remarking that: “This boy 
had his freedom in Nigeria. Why 
should | bring him here to a 
crime-ridden community for him 
to be murdered for no just 
cause?” Why indeed? But, of 
course, it is only when things 
go very, very wrong, and often 
only when someone from an 
ethnic minority is killed, that we 
get to learn a fraction of the 
truth about our inner-city hell- 
holes. In Lagos Mr. Taylor 
would have been ill-informed 
about the shocking state of 
affairs in multi-cultural Britain. 


A new twist in logic 
Daily Telegraph hack Peter 
Oborne deplored the efforts of 
Robin Cook and Simon Hughes 
to brand Willie Hague as a 
racist. Fair comment; but then 
he went on to say: “There has 
been far-right activity around 
Oldham for years, and it could 
well be — though it is hard to 
prove — that the National Front 
or the BNP may have been 
involved in lighting the fuse....” 
This was gutter journalism at 


its very worst. Mr. Oborne 
possessed no evidence for his 
scurrilous accusation. 
Moreover he did not even seem 
quite sure where it should be 
directed! 


Armed and dangerous 
The nation stood by with 
baited breath while Cyril Rama- 

phosa of the African National 
Congress and Martti Ahtisaari, 
a former President of Finland, 
‘inspected’ a few obsolete 
weapons engagingly described 
as an IRA arms dump. And this 
shameful charade had the 
wholehearted approval of the 
government of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland. Think 
about this. It represents an 
abdication of responsibility that 
would never get past the good 
sense of the citizens of any 
Third-World country. 

There is, and always has 
been, a much more simple and 
effective way to deal with 
Gerry Adams, Martin McGuinn- 
ess and all their supporters in 
Ulster. Just dump them, very 
gently of course so as not to 
offend the European Court of 
Human Rights, on the other 
side of the Irish border — 
making, at the same time, the 
observation that: “As you're all 
good Republicans we know 
you'll love it there.” 


Exclusive: NHS 
Breakthrough 


We understand that in 
selected operating theatres and 
dental surgeries patients are 
now to be offered a choice of 
either a conventional anaes- 
thetic or, as an alternative, a 
colour supplement from a 
national newspaper. Fierce 
competition is expected but 
early indications suggest that 
the Sunday Telegraph 
Magazine will be a popular 
choice. 


FRIENDS OF SPEARHEAD 


Friends of Spearhead is a support group that has been formed for the purpose of 
ensuring our magazine’s continued survival in new circumstances in which it is going 
to be facing reduced sales and advertising through the British National Party network 
due to the decision of the party leadership to launch a new and separate magazine. 

Members of Friends of Spearhead will be asked to pay a subscription of a minimum 
of £10 a month, in return for which they may, if they wish, receive five copies of 


each monthly issue for redistribution (by whatever means they prefer). This subs- 
cription may be paid by ordinary cheque or by direct debit, in which case details of our 
bank and account number will be supplied on request. 

In addition, Friends of Spearhead will be undertaking certain other promotions, 
details of which will be advertised as they occur. 

We hope very much that our readers and supporters, not only in the UK but around 
the world, will rally to help us in this new project. 

Friends of Spearhead can be contacted at our usual address: PO Box 2471, Hove, 
E. Sussex BN3 4DT. 
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The Editor LY SRA AA 
‘Spearhead’ 

PO Box.2471 

Hove 

E. Sussex BN3 4DT 


SIR: | was disgusted with the article by 
Tony Lecomber printed in Patriot magazine 
recently which went to great lengths to 
denigrate John Tyndall. Quite apart from its 
being unnecessarily divisive, this article 
contained a great deal of pure poppycock. 
John Tyndall was in fact the main architect 
of the BNP and, as even Mr. Lecomber 
acknowledges, was its leader at the time 
the party won its first (and so far only) 
election — in Millwall in 1993. 

This is not the first article in Patriot by 
Mr. Lecomber ‘knocking’ Mr. Tyndall. He 
was at it previously — about a year ago — 
with another vicious piece full of petty 
spite. On that occasion Mr. Tyndall did not 
‘take the bait’. | wonder whether he will 
reply this time. 

Mr. Lecomber says that this latest issue 
of Patriot is going to be the last. For that, at 
least, we can be thankful. 

It is interesting that Patriot — including 
this latest issue — has always been promin- 
ently advertised in the two official party 
publications, /dentity and The Voice of 
Freedom. Yet for some strange reason 
neither of these two publications has ever 
printed advertisements for Spearhead. Am | 
being excessively ‘conspiracy-minded’ in 
reading something into this? 

NAME AND ADDRESS SUPPLIED 


EDITOR’S NOTE: The writer of this letter 
has asked us not to publish his name and 
address as he does not wish to be ‘victim- 
ised’ in the BNP. Readers will note that this 
issue of Spearhead contains an article by 
John Morse replying to the Patriot article to 
which the writer refers. 

It is true that neither |\dentity magazine 
nor The Voice of Freedom newspaper will 
consent to printing advertisements for 
Spearhead — for reasons best known to 
their editors and controllers. We have 
continued, and will continue, to advertise 
both these publications, as we endeavour 
to put the BNP above petty factional 
squabbles. 


SIR: Congratulations to Nick Griffin and 
Michael Treacy for their wonderful success 
in Oldham on the 7th June! The party 
should be able to build on this progress — 
especially in terms of recognition by the 
general public as the only political force 
which can restore Britain to her greatness. 
However, this wonderful opportunity 
has been marred somewhat by two events: 
firstly, the cheap ‘stunt’ of Nick appearing 
dressed casually and wearing a gag when 
the results were declared, and giving a 
‘power’ salute to his audience, including 
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Letters 


err 


the media; then the following day when 
interviewed on prime-time Radio Four 
Today programme, giving a less than 


- credible account of himself in response to 


the as-to-be-expected facetious question- 
ing, allowing personal attacks by the inter- 
viewer to overshadow publicity for the 
party. 

Yes, it’s easy to criticise, but surely one 
of the first lessons of politics is that you do 
not let yourself be sidetracked by the inter- 
viewer but say you want to say. | felt a very 
good opportunity was missed by Nick’s 
defensive replies. As for the other critic- 
isms, our party is constantly under fire from 
the media as being no more than a bunch of 
racist thugs, so we must do nothing to give 
any possibility whatsoever that their 
accusations will be taken seriously. Fault- 
less presentation is therefore necessary — 
along with refusal to sink to the depths of 
other political parties. 

PENELOPE ELVIDGE (Mrs.) 
Doncaster, S. Yorks. 


SIR:Can anyone confirm or deny that in Hull 
asylum-seekers are being given cheques by 
the social security services so that they can 
buy cars to travel to and from work? | know 
of two genuine cases in this city where this 
is happening. 

Hull has the lowest figure of car-owner- 
sihp per head of any place in Britain — many 
ordinary working folk simply cannot afford 
to buy and run cars and have to use public 
transport or cycle or walk to work, as | did 
for years. The thought of the state 
providing us with cars never entered our 
heads. 

And on another matter, Id like to 
question the double-standards operating in 
sports reporting today. If England football 
supporters had invaded a pitch — twice — 
stopping the game and driving the players 
to run for safety, and leaving a steward 
badly injured in the process, would they 
have got off so lightly from the media as 
the supporters of the Pakistani cricket team 
did? 

JOHN DUNNE 
Hull, E. Yorks. 


SIR: Bonjour! | am a young French student, 
and | recently saw your superb Spearhead 
website. | thought it would be useful to 
write and provide my perspective on the 
very sad split in French Nationalism 
commented on by your magazine and the 
BNP in the past. 

Not all of the blame for the split can be 
laid on one side or the other. After com- 
pleting my national service in the army, | 
myself joined the Front National and 
attended many great meetings and 
parades. | even possess a photograph of 
Jean-Marie Le Pen and myself in a group 
taken in Brittany, my homeland, which is 
still my pride and joy! 

Sadly, the same deadly infections of 
liberalism caused the split between Le Pen 
and Bruno Mégret’s Mouvement National 
Republicain (MNR). What you have not 
mentioned so far is that the FV now 
accepts non-Whites as members — so long 


as they pledge loyalty to France. | am sure 
you would agree that this is intolerable, and 
would cause similar problems in the BNP. 

| do not entirely blame Le Pen for this 
situation; | think he has been swayed by 
pressure from advisers and newcomers to 
the party to soften up the FNV’s robust 
policies. | think that these include certain 
agents of the state placed in strategic 
positions within both the FV and MNR, The 
state would have had an interest in engin- 
eering a split in our once-great movement, 
which at one time looked like gaining 
power and becoming Europe’s first white 
nationalist government. Of course, our 
enemies rub their hands with glee when 
good activists drop out and different 
factions fight each other. 

Please relay my warning to all BNP 
members: liberalism is a killer! It can make 
us weak and impotent and destroy our 
cause. 

REGIS S. 
Brighton, Sussex 


SIR: Michael Heseltine, famous for 
throwing millions of pounds at the Blacks 
every time they rioted, and for his massive 
support for the betrayal of the Whites in 
South Africa, wants a revamped Conser- 
vative Party to recognise and include three 
new factors in the country: (1) The Afro- 
Asian invasion; (2) Homosexuality; and (3) 
The breakdown of the family. 

We should now be all too familiar with 
the fashionable treason of the three main 
parties, but the BBC, as is its wont, went 
one step further this morning in trying to 
turn individual members of two famous 
families against their parents and grand- 
parents. These were, respectively, the son 
and grandson of Sir Oswald Mosley and 
Richard Wagner, both of whom the inter- 
viewers tried to prod into hostile remarks 
against their own kin. How low can you 
get? 

MICHAEL INGRAMS 
Orpington, Kent 


SIR: While we are hearing much talk about 
the so-called ‘right-wing’ rebels in the 
Conservative party, | am reminded of what 
happened in Africa when | was living there 
many years ago. Then there were high 
expectations that the white settlers’ 
negotiations with Whitehall for indepen- 
dence would be eased through with the 
rebels’ support. From Kenya to the Feder- 
ation of Rhodeaia and Nyasaland and into 
Rhodesia itself, the rebels’ support proved 
to a folorn hope, a series of broken 
promises. Always, these ‘stalwarts’, at the 
threat of the whip, gave way and voted as 
the party dictated. 

The settlers never seemed to learn — 
except in case of a few cynics — than the 
Tories were in fact more treacherous than 
the open enemy, Labour. 

The past weeks have shown that things 
have not changed. John Townend, after 
saying some home truths about race, was 
cowed into an abject apology. 

M. HANNAH (Mrs.) 
Laughton, nr. Lewes, E. Sussex 


Except where otherwise stated, the 
items listed below should be ordered 
from PO Box 287, Waltham Cross, 
Herts. EN8 8ZU. Cheques/POs made 
payable to ‘Freedom’ . 


B.N.P. PUBLICATIONS 


BNP Activists’ Handbook 


This handbook is a comprehensive instruction 
course in all the essential techniques needed in 
promoting and building the British National Party 
at local branch level, starting from scratch when 
the activist is entirely alone. This booklet is a 
mine of information that all activists, old and 
new, will find valuable in the quest to make their 
activities more efficient and effective. It is a 
‘must’ for everyone who wants to be more than 
just an armchair nationalist. The handbook is 
illustrated and runs to 71 pages. 

£2.00 post-free. 


Spreading the Word 

A handbook on propaganda designed to supple- 
ment the Activists’ Handbook. Illustrated, 
Spreading the Word runs to 60 pages and 
contains five sections:- (1) General Principles of 
Propaganda; (2) Recruitment; (3) Canvassing for 
Elections; (4) Speaking to the Media; and (5) 
Speaking from the platform and presentation of 
party meetings. Special attention is also given to 
dealing with enemy smears. 

£2.00 post-free. 


Freedom for Britain and the British 


The BNP’s Manifesto for the 1999 Euro Election. 
24 pages long, it covers all the key areas in which 
EU membership is undermining Britain’s tradit- 
ional freedoms. 
£2.16 post-free 


B.N.P. LEAFLETS 


Do you think? 


Currently the party’s best leaflet, this has been 
re-worked and reprinted in the hundreds of 
thousands. As a result, this two-sided, two- colour 
leaflet has come down in price by a full £1 per 
thousand to just £7.00 for 1,000. 


Crime leaflet 

With soaring crime rates hitting inner-city, 
suburban and rural areas alike, this leaflet’s 
mixture of hard facts and humour should prove a 
winner all over the country. Price £8.00 for 1,000. 


Banks leaflet 

This innovative approach positions the BNP as 
the only party campaigning for a fair deal for the 
many millions of customers who are sick to death 
of being ripped off by the banks. Price £8.00 for 
1,000. 


Immigration leaflet 

Draws attention to the shocking figures that 
show Britons will be a minority in their country by 
2060. A real eye-opener. Price £8.00 for 1,000. 


Hang Child Molesters leaflet 
Ever-popular call to hang child murderers. Price 
£6.00 for 1,000. 


Postage rates for all the above leaflets are 
£5.65 for 1,000 and £6.45 for 2,000. Rates 
for larger consignments will be supplied on 
request. 


B.N.P. VIDEO RECORDINGS 


Rally January “97 

Video of the postponed 1996 BNP Annual Rally, 
held in London on January 25th 1997. Speeches 
by Dr. Donald Stevens, Nick Griffin, Richard 
Edmonds, John Tyndall and overseas guest José 
Ramos. 


PUBLICITY MATERIAL 


TheVoice of 
marten wonngad 


Government lies hide the real annual cost of asylum scam: 


£4 BILLION, 
AND RISING! 


_ For a tree. information Pack call :- 0700 900 2677 | 


The Voice of Freedom is the official 
newspaper of the British National Party. 
Retail price 45p. Sample copy 64p 
post-free. One-year subscription (British 
Isles) £8.65. For details of bulk rates 
and other information, write to: PO Box 
1032, Woodford Green, Essex IG8 9GN. 


Rally November ‘97 

Video of the second BNP rally of the year, held in 
Oxfordshire. Excellent regional reports, plus Stirring 
speeches from Richard Edmonds, Nick Griffin and 
John Tyndall. 

Prices of videos are £15.00 plus 83p p&p. 


OTHER ITEMS 
Key rings 
BNP key rings with logo in red, white and blue are 


ein matte 


f eri 8 
£57 petti 


still available at just £1.50 each. Postage 40p per 
order (overseas £1.00) or free for orders of over 
£15.00. 


Flags 

The BNP has the following flags in stock: Union 
Jack; St. George’s flag; St. Andrew’s flag; Welsh 
Dragon flag; Ulster flag. All flags are priced at 
£6.00. These flags shouild be used to decorate 
party meetings. 


Lapel badges 

Official BNP badges all in red, white and blue but 
in different combinations. Union Jack badges also. 
Price £3.00 plus 40p p&p. 


T-shirts 

North West London BNP is proud to present some 
great T-shirts which can be worn anywhere. 
These are illustrated: ‘United we stand’ (Flags of 
four British lands against map background of 
British Isles); ‘These colours don’t run’ (with 
Union or St.George’s flag on mast); ‘I stand for 
justice’ (Goddess of Justice with scales against 
background of Union Jack); ‘St. George for England 
— April 23rd’ (with drawing of St. George and the 
dragon). These capture the very essence of British 
Nationalism and cannot be recommended too 
highly. Only available at present in extra- -large 
size, all are in full colour. Price £10 each including 
p&p. Make cheques/POs payable to ‘North West 
Trading’ and send to PO Box 128, Pinner, Middle- 
sex HA5 1XT. 


ALLIED PUBLICATIONS 


The Truth at Last 

Hard-hitting tabloid for American and other white 
race patriots. The Truth at Last is not a BNP 
publication but the topics are most enlightening, 
covered as they are with total freedom of speech 
and frankness. Send £5 note for trial six-month 
subscription to The Truth at Last, PO Box 1211, 
Marietta, Georgia 30061, U.S.A. 


Free Speech 

Written transcripts of the regular radio broad- 
casts made by Dr. William L. Pierce of the 
American National Alliance. Of interest to white 
people all over the world. Appears monthly. Send 
USS$5 for sample copy. Subscription rates to the 
UK supplied on request. Write to PO Box 330, 
Hillsboro, WV 24946, U.S.A. 


Kdentityis the official monthly magazine of the British National Party. 
With 16 full colour glossy pages, and a four page merchandise insert, _ 
plus articles on a wide range of topics, party news and new initiatives, 
Ment en chewcase for menern natsonntens anit & mest! for 
dedicated activists and sympathisers alike. 


The cover price of Identityis £1.95, but all readers of Spearhead can obtain | 
for a specially reduced post inclusive price of just £2.00. Please make cheques or Postal 
: meant nereete Naan y atnens to OSes Bt, oe / 


Page 23 


FREEDOM BOOKS (PHONE 0701 437 4137) 


P.O. BOX 20, MANSFIELD, NOTTS. NG19 6HP 


AGRICOLA AND GERMANIA (Tacitus) £7.85. 
The great Roman historian describes our Celtic 
and Germanic ancestors in about 100 AD. Two 
books in one volume. This ed. 1970, 175pp. 

.. AND THE TRUTH SHALL SET YOU FREE 
(David Icke) £16.30. A very individual and 
controversial study of the global financial and 
political é/ite. 1995, 474pp. 

ANGLO-SAXONS, THE (Ed Campbell) £17.80. A 
handsome, well illustrated book covering the history 
of England and the culture of its people from the 


4th to 11th centuries. With leftist teachers and - 


curriculum advisers doing all they can to under- 
mine knowledge of, and pride in, our ancestors 
among the younger generation, it is important that 
nationalists get books like this into the hands of 
their growing children. 1982 (rep. 1991), 272pp. 
ARTHURIAN LEGENDS, THE. £13.00. A beaut- 
ifully illustrated anthology of Arthurian literature 
from Geoffrey of Monmouth to T.H. White. A 
‘must’ for lovers of legend. 1979, 224pp. 
ARTHUR’S BRITAIN (Leslie Alcock) £11.25. Con- 
vincing picture of life in our country between the 
4th and 7th centuries, when Celtic Britain was 
abandoned by the Roman legions to the Picts, Scots 
and Anglo-Saxons. 1971 (rep. 1989), 437pp. 
BABYLONIAN WOE, THE (David Astle) £20.00. 
A study of the origin of certain financial practices 
and their effects on the events of ancient history, 
written in the light of the present day. 1975, 250pp. 
BEGINNINGS OF ENGLISH HISTORY, THE 
(Dorothy Whitelock) £7.85. Describes Anglo- 
Saxon culture and organisation and relations with 
the Celts between the leaving of the Romans and 
the coming of the Normans. 1952 (this ed. 1991), 
256pp. : 

BELL CURVE, THE (Richard Herrnstein & Charles 
Murray (£28.85). This important book, which has 
aroused enormous controversy in the USA, deals 
with differences in intellectual capacity among 
people and groups. There is an examination of the 
theory that these could be accounted for by envir- 
onmental influences, and this is accorded the 
remarkably small amount of weight it deserves. 
1994, xxvi, 845pp. 

BRITAIN’S FUTURE: THE MEANING OF THE 
MAASTRICHT TREATY (Prof. Stephen Bush) 
£1.85. A strong plea for British independence 
from the EU bureaucracy. 1990 (rep. 1993), 24pp. 


BRITISH, THE (M.I. Ebbutt) £3.40. Sixteen tales 
of myth and legend that shaped the British 
consciousness. Illustrated throughout. First pub- 
lished in 1910 (reprint 1996), 374pp. 

BRITISH ISLES, THE (Hugh Kearney) £9.40. Sub- 
titled ‘A history of four nations’, this is an outline 
of British history by an academic historian stressing 
the role of the non-English parts of our islands. 
1989, 324pp. 

BY WAY OF DECEPTION (Victor Ostrovsky) 
£20.60. Elated to have been chosen and granted 
the privilege of joining the é/ite team of Mossad, 
the Israeli secret service, the writer soon learns 
that the organisation, with its twisted ideals and 
total lack of respect for human life, has turned the 
Zionist dream into a nightmare. 361pp. 

CALL IT CONSPIRACY (Larry Abraham). £15.55. 
Shows how socialism is a product of the wealthy, 
and how money manipulation has disastrous con- 
sequences. 1985, xvii, 325pp. 

CASE FOR DAVID IRVING, THE (Nigel Jackson) 
£13.75. A study of the organisations and individ- 
uals seeking to suppress the historian David 
Irving’s freedom to travel and communicate, and 
of the smear campaign against him. The book 
relates especially to Mr. Irving’s efforts to get into 
Australia. 1994, xi, 208pp. 


CHURCHILL’S GRAND ALLIANCE (John Charmliey) 
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The prices given in this list include postal 
charges for dispatch within the British Isles. For 


. postage applying to overseas orders, please write 


first for information before ordering. 

Payment should be made in sterling only and 
should be enclosed with all orders. All cheques or 
postal or money orders should be made out to 
‘Freedom Books’ only, and should not be included 
in remittances sent to associated bodies for other 
items. Orders are likely to be dealt with more 
quickly if ‘Freedom Books’ is marked on the 
envelope. Please send all orders to our mail order 
address, which is:- 


Freedom Books 
PO Box 20 
Mansfield 

Notts. NG19 6HP 


New titles are marked * 

Please note this fact, which is of great import- 
ance: the books sold through Freedom Books are 
written by many different authors holding a number 
of different political and/or religious viewpoints, 
very few of them being in any way connected with 
Freedom Books’ parent organisation, the British 
National Party. The party’s mail order book 
service distributes these books because it is felt 
that they fill important gaps in public information 
and understanding of vital national and 
international issues. This does not mean that all 
the content of the books should be taken as 
representative of the policies of the party. The 
party reserves the right to differ with some of the 
authors over some parts of their writings. 


£22.80. A study of the Anglo-American relation- 
ship of 1940-57, showing the disastrous conse- 
quences of Churchill’s faith in US friendship. 1995, 
xv, 427pp. 

CHURCHILL’S WAR (David Irving) £20.80. The 
highly controversial story of Britain’s World War Il 
leader and the conflict in which he was at the 
centre. 1987, 591pp. 


CHURCHILL: THE END OF GLORY (John Charmley) 
£31.85. This massive work follows David Irving 
in its raising of awkward questions concerning 
Churchill as a national leader, though the author is 
more moderate in his treatment of his subject 
than is Irving. 1993, 742pp. 

COLLAPSE OF BRITISH POWER, THE (Correlli 
Barnett) £12.55. Vitally important book which 
shows how liberalism and lack of political realism 
brought about Britain’s 20th century decline in the 
political, industrial and military fields. A classic 


FACING THE ABYSS 


Warnings 
from nearly 
30 years ago 


about the 
dangers 
facing Britain 
— stillas 
valid as ever 
today 

(see this 


page) 


A. K CHESTERTON 


work by a mainstream historian, more relevant by 
the year! 643pp. 

COME CLEAN, Mr. GABLE (Alexander Baron) 
£2.00. Shows how Gerry Gable of Searchlight 
magazine exploits the saga of the Stephen Law- 
rence murder but has used for his own purposes 
exactly the same sort of violent hoodlums as 
those who committed it. Seven pp. (A4). 
COMMISSION FOR RACIAL EQUALITY, THE 
(Ray Honeyford) £36.35 HB. The author, though 
sympathetic to multi-racialism, exposes the CRE 
and shows how it has a vested interest in 
depicting Britain as a society rotten with ‘racism’. 
1998, 313pp. 

CONSPIRACY OR DEGENERACY? (Prof. Revilo 
P. Oliver) £4.75. Text of a lecture by the author, a 
brilliant classical scholar, to New England rally for 
God, Family and Country. 1966, 76pp. 
CONTROVERSY OF ZION, THE (Douglas Reed) 
£20.80. A best-seller in nationalist circles ever 
since its publication. A study of Jewish-Gentile 
relations since biblical times, packed with little- 
known and long-suppressed facts. 1979, 580pp. 
CRIMES AND MERCIES (James Bacque) £10.25. 
About the shocking treatment of German civilians 
under the post-war allied occupation, 1945-50. 
The hidden story of the biggest ‘ethnic cleansing’ 
in European history. 288pp. 

DEADLIER THAN THE H-BOMB (Leonard Young) 
£2.50. An important work on the international 
money power and its threat to the freedom of 
nations. The author was a distinguished RAF officer 
and active nationalist. 1992, 72pp. 
DISCRIMINATE OR BE DAMNED! (John Fairbanks 
Kerr) £9.30. An Australian author describes how 
anti-discrimination legislation in Australia, the UK 
and the US has resulted in absurdities and injus- 
tices. 1995, vii, 126pp. 

DISPOSSESSED MAJORITY, THE (Wilmot Robert- 
son) £19.35. This book has attracted world-wide 
attention, dealing as it does with racial problems 
in America (and not just between Blacks and 
Whites). A comprehensive introduction to the sub- 
ject very relevant to Britain. 1981, 613pp. 

ELITE: THE STORY OF THE RHODESIAN SPECIAL 
AIR SERVICE (Barbara Cole) £13.30. About the 
campaign against terrorism waged by the Rhod- 
esian equivalent of Britain’s SAS. 1984, 449pp. 
ELEVENTH HOUR, THE (John Tyndall) Hardback 
£29.15; paperback £20.82. Comprehensive state- 
ment of the case for modern British Nationalism. 
A partly autobiographical account of the author’s 
origins, first political stirrings and subsequent work 
in building up the British National party. A ‘must’ 
for all BNP supporters. First published in 1986, 
this is an updated edition published in 1998. 537pp. 
EUROPE’S FULL CIRCLE: CORPORATE ELITES 
AND THE NEW FASCISM (Rodney Atkinson) 
£9.20. The book argues that European Union is 
fascist and corporate in inspiration. Discusses the 
Bilderberg Group, the CIA and internationalists like 
Arnold Toynbee and Joseph Reitlinger. 1996, 
149pp. 


FACING THE ABYSS (A.K. Chesterton) £2.35. A 
graphic portrayal of our political and social life by 
one of the outstanding figures of post-war British 
Nationalism. 1976, 118pp. 

FRENCH REVOLUTION, THE (Nesta Webster) 
£17.25. Reprint of the classic that exposes the 
plotting behind the first great bloodbath of 
modern history. 1919 (reprint 1988), 519pp. 
FROM ROME TO MAASTRICHT (Brian Burkett, 
Mark Bainbridge & Stephen Reed) £2.00. A reapp- 
raisal of Britain’s membership of the European 
Union. 1992, 69pp. 

GLOBAL TYRANNY, STEP BY STEP (William F. 
Jasper) £13.40. How the United Nations is being 


developed as an omnipotent global government, 
suppressing national identities and freedoms. 
1992, xvii, 350pp. 

GRIP OF DEATH, THE (Michael Rowbottom) 
£16.75. Fine study of modern money, debt slavery 
and destructive economics. 1990, 337pp. 
GREAT AMERICAN BETRAYAL, THE (Patrick 
Buchanan) £16.85. How American national sover- 
eignty and social justice are being sacrificed tothe 
gods of the global economy. A powerful plea for 
national freedom and economic nationalism with 
great relevance to the UK. 1998, 376pp. 

HATE COMES TO TOWN (Alexander Baron) £2.35. 
The lies and poison of the Searchlight ‘Edu- 
cational’ Trust, documented, exposed and decon- 
structed. 1999, 25pp (A4). 

HEREDITY AND HUMANITY (Roger Pearson) 
£10.75. Covers race, eugenics and modern 
science. A_ scholarly but eminently readable 
criticism of egalitarianism by the holder of a PhD 
in Anthropology. 1996, 162pp. 

HIDDEN MENACE TO WORLD PEACE (James 
Gibb Stuart) £11.45. A well-known advocate of 
monetary reform deals also with secret politics, 
media censorship and the movement towards a 
‘New World Order’. 1993, 233pp. 

HOLLYWOOD PARTY (Kenneth Billingsley) £18.85. 
The story of the attempted communist takeover 
of Hollywood in the 1930s and 1940s. The truth 
about the ‘Blacklist’ and the HUAC hearings. A 
‘must’ for students of media lies. 1998, 365pp. 
IDEOLOGY OF OBSESSION (David Baker) £36.55. 
Study of the life and thought of A.K. Chesterton, 
one of the major figures in British Nationalism from 
the 1930s to the 1970s. Though not supportive, 
generally fair. 1996, xiii, 250pp. 

JEWISH HISTORY, JEWISH RELIGION (Israel 
Shahak) £13.00. An absolutely vital book by a 
brave Israeli professor at Jerusalem University. A 
real eye-opener on Zionism. 118pp. 

KILLING OF THE COUNTRYSIDE, THE (Graham 
Harvey) £8.85. A former farming journalist des- 
cribes the havoc wrought by subsidised ‘agri- 
business’ on the environment of rural Britain, on 
the taxpayers and on the rapidly shrinking number 
of independent farmers. A truly shocking but 
important book. 194pp, 

LAST SECRET, THE (Nicholas Bethell) £9.00. 
The disgraceful story of how the anti-communist 
Cossacks were forcibly handed over by the western 
allies to Stalin for slaughter between 1944 and 
1947. 304pp. 

LEMMING FOLK, THE (James Gibb Stuart) £9.25. 
A witty and factual examination of current attit- 
udes and intellectual fashions that are threat- 
ening our future. 1980, 246pp. 

MAN AND TECHNICS (Oswald Spengler) £4.50. 
Sub-titled ‘A Contribution to a Philosophy of Life’, 
this book argues that the world is governed by 
natural forces in man and nature, rather than by 
genteel political and religious creeds. First 
published circa 1930 (rep. 1992), 73pp. 

MANY SHADES OF BLACK (John Bean) £9.45. 
Political autobiography of one of Britain’s leading 
nationalists of the 1950s and 1960s. The writer 
describes the major developments in the patriotic 
movement in those times, together with his own 
assessment of the issues over which it was 
sometimes divided. 252 pp. 

MONEY BOMB, THE (James Gibb Stuart) £5.25. 
Discusses the failure of our debt-based financial 
system and describes its role in creating inflation. 
1983, 158pp. 

MY AWAKENING (David Duke) £18.85%* Per- 
haps America’s foremost nationalist political 
leader of the present day, the author gives an 
account of his background, his political develop- 
ment and the stirring campaigns he has fought in, 
including the one that resulted in his being elected 
to the Louisiana Legislature. 1998, 717pp. 
NAMELESS WAR, THE (Capt. A. Ramsay) £9.10. 
An outline of the secret history of the events 


Fascin- 
ating 
Story of 
one of 
America’s 
most 
contro- 
versial 
political 
figures 
(see this 
page) 


My 
AWAKENING 


DAVID DUKE 


leading up to the Second World War. First pub- 
lished 1952, 128pp. 

NATURAL LAW OF RACE RELATIONS, THE (Laszo 
F. Thomay) £8.60. An examination of racial ten- 
sions in a number of areas, showing that they are 
based not on hate nor bigotry but on natural univ- 
ersal laws. 1993, 145pp. 

NEW UNHAPPY LORDS, THE (A.K. Chesterton) 
£12.75. An exposure of the financial powers that 
seek to dragoon mankind into a global police state. 
1972, 288pp. 

ONE WORLD, READY OR NOT? (William Greider) 
£11.25. Subtitled ‘The Manic Logic of Global 
Capitalism’, this book demonstrates the threat 
posed by the global economy to the economies 
and societies of individual nations by currency 
transfers and the shifting of production to low- 
wage countries. A demolition of fashionable 
economic dogma by a mainstream author. 1997, 
582pp. 

OTHER SIDE OF DECEPTION, THE (Victor Ostrov- 
sky) Hardback £20.00; paperback £8.95. In this 
sequel to By Way of Deception, the rogue agent 
exposes Mossad’s secret agenda and tells the 
truth about the death of Robert Maxwell and the 
near-assassination of George Bush Snr. 300pp. 
PHILOSOPHY OF NATIONALISM, THE (C.C. 
Josey) £11.60. An eminent scholar argues that 
civilisation is based on ethnically homogeneous 
nations. 1923 (rep. 1983), 227pp. 

POPULISM AND ELITISM (Prof. Revilo P. Oliver) 
£4.75. A study of the purpose and function of 
political power and the elements that have wielded 
it in the 20th century. 1982, 101pp. 

RACE (J.R. Baker) £25.00 HB. The author, a 
professional zoologist for 50 years, provides an 
objective and scholarly account of what race 
means and how the concept has affected human 
thinking. 1974, 625pp. 

RACE, INTELLIGENCE AND EDUCATION. £1.00. 
Produced by a group of nationalist teachers in 
reply to an NUT race-mixing booklet. Packed with 
facts and cogent argument. 1979, 20pp (A4). 
RACE AND REALITY (Carlton Putnam) £5.00. A 
companion volume and supplement to Race and 
Reason, showing how the truth about the race 
issue has been suppressed by interested parties. 
1967 (rep. 1977), 192pp. 

RACE AND REASON (Carlton Putnam) £5.00. A 
plain, unemotional account of the race issue that 
has been an invaluable contribution to the debate 
for many years. 1961 (rep. 1977), 125pp. 
RACES OF BRITAIN, THE (John Beddoe) £18.85. 
Reprint of a scholarly work on the Celts, Saxons, 
Vikings and Normans, with information on related 
peoples of Europe. 1885 (rep. 1983), vi, 273pp. 
RACE PROBLEMS AND HUMAN PROGRESS (W.C. 
George) £4.50. Shows how the racial egalitarian 
dogma is flawed, despite the influential forces pro- 
moting it. 1967, 80pp. 

RESTORATION OF PROPERTY, THE ({Hillaire 
Belloc) £4.00. Reprint of the 1936 classic by the 
co-founder of the Distributive movement.Tren- 


chant criticism of both capitalism and commun- 
ism. 1984, 78pp. 

REVOLUTION FROM THE MIDDLE (Dr. Samuel 
Francis) £7.35. A series of incisive essays 
arguing that white patriots should adopt insur- 
gent rather than conservative strategies to defend 
their culture and values. Although it is written for 
Americans, this book contains many invaluable 
lessons for British Nationalists also. 1997, 250pp. 
ROTTEN HEART OF EUROPE, THE (Bernard 
Connolly) £11.55. A former official of the Euro- 
pean Commission exposes the lies and deceit 
involved in the establishment of the Exchange 
Rate Mechanism (ERM) and the dangers involved 
in European monetary union and European feder- 
alism. 1995, xviii, 427pp. 


STANDARDBEARERS. £7.50. Subtitled ‘British 
Roots of the New Right’, this is a collection of 
essays on 20 political and cultural heroes for 
British Nationalists, showing that we do not have 
to look abroad for inspiration in such matters. 
1999, 176pp. 

SURVIVAL OF BRITAIN, THE (Brian B. Monahan) 
£9.25. A series of articles from the Socia/ Creditor 
dealing with political and economic threats to 
Britain’s survival. 1971, viii, 124pp. 

THERE IS AN ALTERNATIVE (Brian Burkitt & 
Others) £5.40. A cost-benefit analysis of British 
membership of the EU and a listing of the alter- 
natives. 1996, 111pp. 

THIS AGE OF CONFLICT (Ivor Benson) £3.20. A 
superb exposure of the illegitimate power struct- 
ures that exist in today’s world. A glimpse ‘behind 
the scenes’ of international politics by a 
renowned expert. 1987, 61pp. 

TO RESTRAIN THE RED HORSE: THE URGENT 
NEED FOR RADICAL ECONOMIC REFORM (Alan 
D. Armstrong) £13.05. A businessman dis- 
cusses the origins of our money system, its social 
and ecological consequences and some propo- 
sals for its reform. 1996, 137pp. 

TRAP, THE (Sir James Goldsmith) £9.25. Enig- 
matic businessman defends the concept of the 
nation-state and points out the perils of global 
free trade, particularly with the Far East. 1994, 
216pp. 

TREASON AT MAASTRICHT (Rodney Atkinson 
& Norris McWhirter) £4.75. A complete and 
detailed exposure of the illegal and unconstit- 
utional action of the Tory Government in signing 
the Maastricht Treaty. 1994, 123pp. 

TRUTH OUT OF AFRICA, THE (Ivor Benson) 
£5.25. Describes the effects of the ‘Wind of 
Change’ in Africa and the agencies responsible 
for the plight of that continent today. The writer 
once worked as a public relations adviser for lan 
Smith. 3rd ed. 1995, xv, 92pp. 

VENTILATIONS (Wilmot Robertson) £4.50. The 
sequel to the same author’s widely acclaimed 
The Dispossessed Majority. Revised edition 1982, 
113pp. 

WALL STREET AND THE BOLSHEVIK REVOL- 
UTION (Anthony C. Sutton) £8.10. An exposure 


. of the links between Wall Street finance and the 


Russian Revolution of 1917 are proved beyond 
all question by an established scholar. 1974, 
228pp. 

WEALTH, VIRTUAL WEALTH AND DEBT (Fred- 
erick Soddy) £11.55. The author, a Nobel prize- 
winner in chemistry, points the way to a satisfac- 
tory and beneficial financial system. A long-est- 
ablished classic. 1926 (rep. 1983), 320pp. 

WAR AND THE BREED (David Jordan) £9.60. 
Fine reprint of a remarkably far-seeing book, first 
published in 1915, which argued that the war then 
raging would do incalculable damage to the 
genetic make-up of Britain and Europe. Disturbing 
but fascinating. 1981, 127pp. 

ZIONIST CONNECTION, THE (Alfred Lilienthal) 
£22.85. Sensational and courageous exposé of 
Zionist power politics by a non-Zionist Jew. 1982, 
904pp. 
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‘LAW AND ORDER’ 


WE would have put this item in our 
‘Madhouse Britain’ column but for the fact 
that we could not make it short enough. 

In late May, shortly before the general 
election, our editor, who was standing as 
BNP candidate in Mitcham & Morden, 
together with his agent Bob Gertner, were 
contacted by a police officer at Scotland 
Yard and informed that he and a colleague 
wished to meet and speak to the two con- 
cerning an election leaflet published by Mr. 
Gertner in Mr. Tyndall’s name. Apparently, 
the leaflet was considered to have violated 
election law in as much as, at the bottom 
where the publisher’s name and address 
were required, the initials ‘p&p’, instead of 
‘printed & published’ had been inserted. 

The two officers subsequently came 
down from London to interview Mr. Tyndall 
at Hove Police Station, and later met and 
collected Mr. Gertner (who lives in South 
London) in order to transport him to Scot- 
land Yard, in both cases for the purpose of 
interviewing the two ‘offenders’. Each gave 
the officers statements, which the latter 
said they would pass on to the Director of 
Public Prosecutions so that the DPP may 
thereupon decide whether to prosecute. 

So far, we have heard no more about this 


AT THE COUNT 
Seen here after 
the announce- 
ment of the 
Mitcham & 
Morden result 
are: ‘Baz’, the 
BNP’s main 
cartoonist, 
Agent Bob 
Gertner (centre) 
and candidate 
John Tyndall 
(right). 


serious crime. As to the cost to the taxpayer 
of these two pieces of travelling, plus the no 
doubt considerable paperwork that must 
have been involved in the investigation, we 
do not have any statistics available. How- 
ever, it is at least good to know that our 
authorities — pledged as they are to maintain 
law and order — have got their priorities 
right. With muggers, rapists, child moles- 


VINTAGE SPEARHEADS FOR 
SALE. From late 1960s onwards. 
Please send stamped-addressed 
envelope for price list to: The 
Advertiser (Spearhead back issues), 
PO Box 2471, Hove, East Sussex 
BN3 4DT. Half of all proceeds will 
go to Friends of Spearhead. 


Don't forget to send us news 


Our British National Party news this 
month is less varied than usual due, naturally, 
to the party’s general election campaign 
dominating everything else. This is being 
covered in an extensive report on pages 4-6. 
We take this opportunity, however, to remind 
BNP branches to send us regular news of 
activities (with photos preferably), without 
which we cannot report what is going on. 


How to obtain Spearhead 


Make sure of your regular copy of Spearhead by becoming a subscriber. Please fill in 
the form here and send it to us, together with payment, as directed. Please note also 
the rates for bulk-buyers. 
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Discounts for bulk purchases can be obtained as follows:- 


Seem eee w sewer sweet eee ress eeeeeeeeeeees 


10-19 copies £1.10 each; 20-49 copies £1.00 each; 50-99 copies 83p each; 100-199 | 
copies 69p each; 200-499 copies 60p each; 500 copies 55p each. For advice on postal 
rates for these quantities please contact our office. | 
All cheques and postal or money orders should be made out to Spearhead and sent to | 
PO Box 2471, Hove, E. Sussex BN3 4DT. Please do not include payment for l 
Spearhead in a remittance which includes payment for other items. 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| case of cheques and money orders and £2.50 in the case of banknotes, these paying 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


- THE BLAIR VERSION! 


ters and murderers running around free on 
account of police resources being inad- 
equate to deal with them, in this matter at 
least the powers that be will stand no 
nonsense! 


The Eleventh Hour 


The Eleventh Hour has been described as the 
‘Bible’ of the British National Party. First pub- 
lished in 1988, the latest (1998) edition has been 
updated to take in the many new developments on 
the political scene occurring since. Written by the 
founder of the British National Party, John 
Tyndall, the book gives comprehensive coverage 
of all the major current issues affecting Britain. It 
delves into the ideologies of liberalism, conser- 
vatism and the left, and also examines that of 
British Nationalism and its background. It contains 
extensive analyses of the British economy and 
political system. It looks at issues connected with 
freedom and order, the mass media, the environ- 
ment, race and immigration, Northern Ireland, the 
Commonwealth, foreign policy and defence. It 
also gives a detailed outline of the development of 
the BNP and its predecessor organisations in 
Britain. 

The Eleventh Hour runs to 537 pages. It is 
partly autobiographical, giving an account of the 
author’s origins, early political awakening and 
subsequent life’s work. 


Price: Hardback £25.00 plus £4.15 p&p; 
softback £17.50 plus £3.32 p&p. Please 
make out cheques to Albion Press and 
send to PO Box 2471, Hove, E. Sussex BN3 
4DT. 


JOHN TYNDALL 
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The book you 
must read if 
you want to 
find out what 
John Tyndall 
and the BNP 
stand for 


BNP leadership — 


AN ANNOUNCEMENT BY JOHN TYNDALL 


READERS will recall that in March this year 
it was announced in Spearhead that I intended 
to make a challenge in the Summer for the 
leadership of the British National Party. Due 
to a number of factors that have intervened 
since, I have decided to withdraw this 
challenge — for the time being at least. 

None of this means that my opinions 
concerning party internal matters have 
changed; on the contrary, two recent events, 
one during the run-up to this year’s general 
election and the other in the immediate after- 
math of that election, have only served to 
strengthen them. It means only that I have 
come to believe that the time is not opportune 
this year for a leadership contest and all the 
inevitablé controversy and divisions that 
attend such an affair. I believed — and said — 
in 1999 that the party would be harmed by a 
leadership struggle, whoever was the 
‘winner’, and I appealed to those who sought 
to unleash such a struggle to reconsider. They 
would not. I believe that such a struggle this 
year would harm the party equally, and I am 
doing what they refused to do. I have recon- 
sidered, and I am withdrawing. 

When the announcement of my candid- 
ature was made in March, the BNP had quite 
recently been through a period of instability 
due to accusations, arguments, quarrels, 
expulsions, protest meetings, reinstatements 
and finally a large haemorrhage of member- 
ship — mainly centred in the West Midlands 
but affecting other parts of the country too. A 
great many people urged upon me that my 
resumption of control of the party provided 
the only means by which stability might be 
restored. They included people who were 
prominent among those who supported Nick 
Griffin’s leadership bid in 1999. I had had it 
in mind to give a longer interval to pass 


before the new leadership should be judged, 
but I was persuaded, and feared from my own 
observation, that the haemorrhage of 
members taking place did not permit any 
further delay. I decided that the dangers of 
acting quickly were less acute than those 
involved in postponement. It was a narrow 
decision; various considerations argued in 
favour of action this year rather than later to a 
ratio of about 53 to 47. It would not require a 
lot to tip that ratio the other way. 

When this decision was made it could not 
be anticipated that the racial unrest in places 
like Oldham, simmering for some time, would 
erupt into full-scale riots as happened in May 
— creating an entirely new situation which 
could have dramatic effects for the BNP, one 
of which would be to produce a new climate 
in which the party would contest the general 
election shortly afterwards. This in turn would 
have repercussions with regard to the period 
immediately following the election. The party 
would have opportunities for recruitment in 
that period — the period we are in now — 
unthought of previously. This would require a 
period of internal stability in which all in the 
party would need to work together to exploit 
those opportunities, regardless of differences 
over the question of leadership. 

In addition to this, I have found evidence 
that the membership haemorrhage which I 
hoped my promise of a leadership challenge 
would abate has not abated to any great 
degree. Some people who pledged their 
support in a leadership challenge frankly have 
let me down by deserting the party. I am not 
one, however, to blame my problems on 
others; I am to blame for placing too much 
trust in their pledges. 

I believe that before there can be a fair and 
balanced judgement of the leadership issue 


there needs to be an extensive debate in the 
party concerning a number of important 
internal questions that have arisen over the 
past two years. For perhaps quite under- 
standable reasons connected with the 
all-important focus on the recent general 
election, there simply has not been such a 
debate. However, a part of this I attribute also 
to an atmosphere of fear and intimidation 
designed to ‘discourage’ would-be dissenters 
from expressing their opinions openly. One 
result of this is that loyalty to individuals has 
become confused with loyalty to the BNP, 
and criticism of the leadership has become, in 
some eyes, tantamount to ‘treason’ to the 
party. One consequence of this is that some 
party personnel who I know to be privately 
unhappy about matters in the party are cowed 
into silence rather than prepared to speak out 
forthrightly over such matters. I know this 
partly from direct personal discussion and 
partly from information supplied to me from 
reliable sources in various parts of the 
country 

In an atmosphere like this, it is extremely 
difficult to have a rational debate about our 
problems, and without such a debate a 
consensus for change is difficult to achieve. 
Criticism is given the stigma of ‘rocking the 
boat’ — though of course those who destab- 
ilised the party in pursuit of changes in 1999 
were not ‘rocking the boat”! 

All these factors convince me that some 
more time has to pass — and further extensive 
discussion has to take place — before there 
can be a sensible and objective assessment of 
these questions. It is for these reasons that I 
shall not, after all, be making a challenge for 
the party leadership this year. I would like, at 
the same time, to thank those who have 
offered their support to me in this quest. 


LEGALISATION OF BUGGERY NO LONGER OPPOSED 


A GLANCE at the British National Party’s 
general election website recently revealed a 
development of which we had not previously 
been aware. There has been a change in the 
party’s policy concerning the law legalising 
homosexual acts. Previously the party had 
been oposed to this law and had advocated 
its repeal, but not so any more. In a question- 
and-answer presentation of BNP policies, the 
party dealt with the question: “What is the 
BNP’s policy in regard to homosexuality?” 
The answer was then given as follows:- 


“The BNP takes the view that what 
individuals do in the privacy of their own 
homes is not the duty of the state to 
interfere in. Therefore, there will not be a 
ban on homosexuality. There will, how- 
ever, be a ban on the public display and 
promotion of homosexuality, including in 
the schools and mass media.” 


We daresay that there will be differing 
views in the party concerning this issue. 
However, we think it right that members are 


aware of the policy change so that they may 
consider whether or not they support it, and 
so that the matter may at least become the 
topic of a frank and open discussion. 

By “ban on homosexuality” is meant, of 
course, a ban on homosexual acts. No-one 
seriously imagines that any government, 
parliament or state can legislate to prevent 


certain people possessing homosexual tend- 
encies. 

In the near future, Spearhead will be pub- 
lishing some opinions on this mater. In this 
connection, the views of readers — for or 
against — will be welcome. Should anyone 
decide to expand their views into an article, 
would they please first inform the editor. 


SPEARHEAD SUPPORT FUND 


Income from the sales of our magazine is not enough to cover full 
production and administrative costs. We therefore rely on regular donations 
from our supporters so that we may remain solvent. 

Also, because of the controversial nature of the opinions expressed in 


these columns, it is impossible to induce wholesale distributers to handle 
the magazine. Hence our need for additional financial support. 

Please send all contributions to Spearhead, PO Box 2471, Hove, East 
Sussex BN3 4DT. Please note that receipts are not normally sent for 
donations of less than £10 unless specifically requested — in which case an 
SAE would be much appreciated. Thanks. 


Page 27 


FAILING THE 
‘CRICKET TEST’ 


Lord Tebbit once spoke of the 
‘cricket test’ as a method of finding 
out whether ethnic minority groups 
in Britain really regard themselves 
as ‘British’. If they support the 
England cricket XI in test matches, 
he said, it shows they do. If they 
support the teams representing their 
countries of origin, it shows they do 
not. 

The picture on the right shows a 
crowd of men of Pakistani ethnic 
background staging a rowdy demon- 
stration in support of the Pakistan 
cricket team in a one-day match 
against Australia at Nottingham. 
Two Australian players are seen 
trying to persuade them to calm 
down. 

Most, if not all, of the people in 
this picture live in Britain. Many, if 
not most, of them will have been 
born in Britain. But their loyalty still 
is to Pakistan. 

We in the British National Party 
do not condemn this. But it only 
underlines what we have said all 
along - that these people never can 
be integrated into our British 
population. They will always regard 
themselves as different. 

We should accept this difference 
and get them to return to Pakistan. 

— Or wherever. 


For more information on the 
Bntish National Party, write 
and send 50p to:- 


The Secretary 
PO Box 287 
Waltham Cross 
Herts. EN8 8ZU 


Tel. 0700 900 2671 


You can make a photocopy of this page or use a plain piece of 
paper if you don’t want to cut up your copy of Spearhead. 
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